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MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 30, 1957 


Unirtep States SENATE, 
CoMmMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND Foreign CoMMERCE 
SPEcIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE 
Commerce Commission ReGqu.aTION 
Anchorage, Alaska. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in the Z. J. Loussac Public Library 
Auditorium, Senator Norris E. Cotton presiding. 

Senator Corron. I would like to place a copy of S. 1448 in the record 
at this point. 


NoTe.—Staff members assigned to this hearing: Frank L. Barton and James B. Bailey. 


[S. 1448, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To restrict discrimination against shippers and communities in Alaska by prohibit- 
ing the unfair diminution of carrier revenues, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 1 (4) of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 1) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(4) It shall be the duty of every common carrier subject to this part to 
provide and furnish transportation upon reasonable request therefor, and to 
establish reasonable through routes with other such carriers, and just and 
reasonable rates, fares, charges, and classifications applicable thereto; and it 
shall be the duty of common carriers by railroad subject to this part to establish 
reasonable through routes with common carriers by water subject to part III, and 
just and reasonable rates, fares, charges, and classifications applicable thereto; 
and whenever the Commission, after hearing, determines that such through routes 
and joint rates are necessary or desirable in the public interest, common carriers 
by railroad subject to this part shall establish with motor common carriers of 
property operating in Alaska, through routes and joint rates, charges, regulations, 
and practices applicable to the transportation of property: Provided, That com- 
mon carriers by railroad not operating in Alaska may be required to establish 
such through routes and joint rates with motor common carriers operating in 
Alaska only in connection with an intermediate common carrier by water subject 
to part III operating between a place in a State or the District of Columbia and a 
place in Alaska. It shall be the duty of every such common carrier establishing 
through routes to provide reasonable facilities for operating such routes and to 
make reasonable rules and regulations with respect to their operation, and 
providing for reasonable compensation to those entitled thereto; and in case of 
joint rates, fares, or charges, to establish just and reasonable, and equitable 
divisions thereof, which shall not unduly prefer or prejudice any of such par- 
ticipating carriers.” 

Sec. 2. Section 6 (1) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 6) is hereby 
amended by inserting therein, following the third sentence, the following: 
“Except as otherwise authorized by the Commission, such rates, fares, charges, 
and provisions, applying to transportation between points in Alaska shall be 
published in schedules which contain only rates, fares, charges, and provisions 
applicable to transportation between points in Alaska and shall be filed as 
provided in section 17 (2a) (c).” 

Sec. 3. Section 17 of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 17) is hereby 
amended by adding a new subsection (2a) reading as follows: 
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“(2a) (a) A board is hereby created to be known as the Alaskan Transporta- 
tion Board, which shall be composed of three members appointed by the Governor 
of Alaska with the advice and consent of the Alaskan Senate. The board 
members first appointed shall continue in office for the terms of two, four, and 
six years, respectively, from the first day of January 1958, the term of each to 
be designated by the Governor of Alaska ; but their successors shall be appointed 
for terms of six years, except that any person appointed to fill a vacancy shall 
be appointed only for the unexpired term of the board member whom he shall 
succeed. Any board member may be removed from office by the Governor for 
inefficiency, neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office. Not more than two of the 
three members shall be appointed from the same political party. No person in 
the employ of or holding any official relation to any carrier subject to the pro- 
visions of this Act, or owning stock or bonds thereof, or who is in any manner 
pecuniarily interested therein, shall enter upon the duties of or hold office as a 
board member or as an employee of the board. No vacancy in the board shall 
impair the right of the remaining members to exercise all the powers of the 
board. Two members shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business. 
The board shall elect from its members a chairman. In the absence of such an 
election or in the absence of the designated chairman, the senior member shall 
act as chairman. Upon the expiration of his term of office a board member shall 
continue in office until his successor is appointed and shall have qualified. 

“(b) The members of the Alaskan Transportation Board and its employees 
shall be employees of the government of Alaska and shall receive such salary 
and allowances as may be provided by the government of Alaska. The members 
of the board and its employees may perform such other duties, not inconsistent 
with their duties under this Act, as may be required by the Alaskan government. 
The principal offices of the board shall be in Anchorage (or Juneau), Alaska, 
but the board, any member thereof, or any examiner of the board, may hold 
hearings at any place. The board shall have a secretary who shall be the official 
custodian of its records. It shall have a seal which shall be officially noticed. 
The members of the board and the secretary of the board may administer oaths 
and affirmations and sign subpenas in connection with the performance of any 
work, business or function of the board. The board and its duly authorized 
special agents, accountants, and examiners shall have the same authority to 
inspect records and properties of carriers and others subject to the Act as is 
conferred upon the Commission and its duly authorized special agents, ac- 
ecountants, and examiners, and shall be subject to the same penalties for the 
violation of any duty as are employees of the Commission. Upon request of the 
board, the Commission may assign technical or legal experts from its staff to 
assist or advise the board or may otherwise advise and assist the board. The 
Commission and the board are authorized to confer with each other or to hold 
joint hearings in connection with any matter arising in the administration or 
enforcement of the Interstate Commerce Act and related Acts. Each may avail 
itself of the cooperation, services, records, and facilities of the other. 

“(c) The board shall have jurisdiction and authority under the Interstate 
Commerce Act equivalent to that of a division of the Commission, to conduct 
proceedings and determine all matters arising under the Act and under related 
Acts vesting jurisdiction in the Commission, with respect to transportation be- 
tween points in Alaska and, except as otherwise provided, all such matters shall 
be referred to the board for determination. The Commission also may refer 
to the board for action thereon any matter involving transportation between 
points in Alaska and points in the States and the District of Columbia. De- 
cisions, orders, and requirements of the board shall be subject to rehearing, re- 
argument or reconsideration by the Commission in the same manner that findings, 
reports, and requirements of a division of the Commission are subject to rehear- 
ing, reargument, or reconsideration by the Commission. If the board shall fail 
to act within a reasonable time upon any matter required to be referred to it 
for action, or which the Commission in its discretion may refer to the board, the 
Commission may withdraw the matter from the board and determine it as in the 
case of any matter not required to be referred to the board. Insofar as is prac- 
ticable, regulations having general application shall be uniform with respect to 
Alaska and the States and to this end, general regulations pertaining to railroad 
safety, safety of operations upon the highways, hours of service of employees, 
standards of equipment for motor vehicles, the packing, marking and handling 
of explosives and other dangerous articles, security for the protection of the 
public, accounting, records and annual reports, prescribed by the Commission 
for general application, unless otherwise specified, shall be applicable to trans- 
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portation between points in Alaska and carriers engaged in such operations, 
but special or different regulations may be prescribed for application in Alaska 
where such action is required by local conditions existing in Alaska. Statutes, 
includes the Administrative Procedures Act (5 U. S. C. 1000-1011), as amended, 
and regulations applicable to proceedings of the Commission shall apply to pro- 
ceedings of the board, except that special rules of practice and procedure may be 
prescribed for application to proceedings of the board where such action is de- 
sirable because of local conditions. Complaints, petitions, applications, copies 
of contracts, tariff schedules and other documents, papers and reports pertain- 
ing to matters within the initial jurisdiction of the board relating to transporta- 
tion between points in Alaska and carriers engaged in such transportation, re- 
quired by this Act to be filed with the Commission, shall be filed with the board 
at its offices, but the Commission may require that copies of any such documents 
shall also be filed with the Commission. The Commission also may require that 
copies of other such papers relating to transportation other than between points 
in Alaska and to carriers other than those engaged in transportation within 
Alaska shall be filed with the board. The Commission shall make such orders and 
regulations as may be necessary or appropriate to correlate and coordinate the 
work and the relationship of the board and the Commissioa in their respective 
fields, to carry out the purposes of this amendment aud to avoid uncertainty.” 

Sec. 4. Section 19 of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 19) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 19. The principal office of the Commission shall be in the city of Wash- 
ington, where its general sessions shall be held; but whenever the convenience of 
the public or of the parties may be promoted or delay or expense prevented thereby 
the Commission may hold special sessions in any part of the United States, 
including its Territories or possessions. It may, by a division thereof, by one or 
more Commissioners, by an examiner, or by a board of employees as provided 
in section 17 (2), prosecute any inquiry necessary to its duties, in any part of the 
United States, including its Territories and possessions, into any matter or 
question of fact pertaining to the business of any carrier or other person subject 
to this Act.” 

Sec. 5. Section 20 (2) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 20) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(2) Said annual reports shall contain all the required information for the 
period of twelve months ending on the 31st day of December in each year, un- 
less the Commission shall specify a different date, and shall be filed with the 
Commission at its office in Washington or at such place or places as the Com- 
mission may require, within three months after the close of the year for which 
the report is made, unless additional time be granted in any case by the Com- 
mission. Such annual reports and such periodical or special reports as may be 
required by the Commission under paragraph (1) hereof, shall also be under 
oath whenever the Commission so requires.” 

Sec. 6. Section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 22) is hereby 
amended by changing the portion preceding the first semicolon to read as 
follows: “That nothing in this part shall prevent the transportation of persons 
for the United States Government free or at reduced rates or the carriage, stor- 
age, or handling of property free or at reduced rates for the United States, 
State or municipal governments (these provisions shall apply to the transporta- 
tion of persons or the carriage, storage, or handling of property to, from; 
between, or at points in Alaska, only in time of war or a national emergency 
declared by Congress or the President), or for charitable purposes, or to or 
from fairs and expositions for exhibition thereat, or the free carriage of 
destitute and homeless persons transported by charitable societies, and the 
necessary agents employed in such transportation, or the issuance of mileage, 
excursion, or commutation passenger tickets’’. 

Sec. 7. (a) Section 208 (a) (10) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U.S. C. 
303) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(10) The term ‘interstate commerce’ means commerce between any place in 
a State and any place in another State, between places in the same State 
through another State, or between places in Alaska, whether such commerce 
moves wholly by motor vehicle or partly by motor vehicle and partly by rail, 
express, or water.” 

(b) Section 208 (a) (11) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 308), 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(11) The term ‘foreign commerce’ means commerce, whether such commerce 
moves wholly by motor vehicle or partly by motor vehicle and partly by rail, 
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express, or water, (A) between any place in the United States or in Alaska and 
any place in a foreign country, between places in the United States through a 
foreign country or between places in Alaska through a foreign country; or 
(B) between any place in the United States or in Alaska and any place in a 
Territory or possession of the United States, other than Alaska, insofar as such 
transportation takes place in the United States or in Alaska; or (C) between 
any place in the United States and any place in Alaska, whether or not such 
transportation takes place in part outside the jurisdiction of the United 
States: Provided, That to the extent that such transportation between a place 
in the United States and a place in Alaska is performed within a foreign 
country, the application of this part shall not include any requirement as to 
conduct in such foreign country which is in conflict with a requirement of such 
foreign country, but shall include as a condition to engaging in such operations 
within the jurisdiction of the United States, the observance, as to the entire 
service, of the requirements of this part with respect to rates, fares, charges 
and practices pertaining to such transportation. The term ‘foreign commerce’ 
also includes transportation between places in a foreign country, or between a 
place in one foreign country and a place in another foreign country, insofar as 
such transportation takes place within the United States or within Alaska, but 
only for purposes of the application, to carriers engaged in such transportation, 
of the following provisions of this part: Section 215 (which relates to insurance 
for the protection of the public), section 221 (which relates to designation of an 
agent for service of process), and those provisions of section 204 which relate to 
qualifications and maximum hours of service of employees and safety of opera- 
tion and equipment.” 

Sec. 8. (a) Section 203 (a) (12) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 
303) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(12) The term ‘highway’ means the roads, highways, streets, and ways in 
any State or in Alaska.” 

(b) Section 208 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 308) is 
hereby amended by adding thereto the following: 

“(22) The term ‘Alaskan Board’ means the Alaskan Transportation Board, 
created by section 17 (2a).” 

Seo. 9. Item (8) of section 203 (b) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 
U. 8S. C. 308) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(8) The transportation of passengers or property in interstate or foreign 
commerce wholly within a municipality or between contiguous municipalities or 
within a zone adjacent to and commercially a part of any such municipality or 
municipalities, except when such transportation is under a common control, 
management, or arrangement for a continuous carriage or shipment to or from 
a point without such municipality, municipalities, or zone, and provided that 
the motor carrier engaged in such transportation of passengers over regular or 
irregular route or routes in interstate commerce (except carriers engaged in 
such transportation within Alaska) is also lawfully engaged in the intrastate 
transportation of passengers over the entire length of such interstate route or 
routes in accordance with the laws of each State having jurisdiction ;”. 

Sec. 10. Section 205 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 305) 
is hereby amended by substituting a colon in place of the period at the end of 
the last sentence, and adding the following: “Provided, further, That this sub- 
section shall not apply to proceedings involving transportation or operations 
between any place in a State and any place in Alaska.” 

Sec. 11. Section 205 (c) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 305), 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(c) Where practicable and as the Commission may by rule or order direct, 
hearings by the Commission, by a division or member thereof, or by an examiner 
or joint board upon any matter shall be held at such places within the United 
States or within Alaska as are convenient to the parties.” 

Sec. 12. Section 205 (e) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 305) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(e) In accordance with rules prescribed by the Commission, reasonable notice 
shall be afforded, in connection with any proceeding under this part, to inter- 
ested parties and to the board of any State or of Alaska, or to the Governor if 
there be no board, in which the motor carrier operations involved in the proceed- 
ings are or are proposed to be conducted, and opportunity for intervention in 
any such proceeding for the purpose of making representations to the Commis- 
sion or for participating in a hearing, if a hearing is held, shall be afforded to 
all interested parties.” 
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Sec. 13. Section 206 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 306) 
is hereby amended by adding the following: 

“(4) Subject to the provisions of section 210, any common carrier by motor 
vehicle which is the holder of a certificate or certificates described in paragraph 
(2) of this subsection or issued under paragraph (3) of this subsection or section 
207 (a), authorizing transportation by motor vehicle between places in the 
United States of passengers or property in commerce between the United States 
and Alaska, and on January 1, 1957, it or its predecessor in interest was engaged 
in the transportation of passengers or property as a common carrier by motor 
vehicle between a place in the United States and a place in Alaska, the portion 
of such transportation within the United States being authorized by and per- 
formed under the above-mentioned certificate or certificates, and has so operated 
since that time (or if engaged in furnishing seasonal service only, was engaged 
in such operations in the year 1956 during the season ordinarily covered by its 
operations, and such operations have not been discontinued), except in either 
instance as to interruptions of service over which the carrier or its predecessor 
in interest had no control, shall be issued a certificate authorizing transportation 
to or from the points or areas in Alaska served by it, from or to all points in 
the United States designated in the above-mentioned certificate or certificates 
held by the carrier, of passengers or the class or classes of commodities specified 
therein, to the extent that under the said certificate or certificates the carrier is 
authorized to perform within the States all transportation required for through 
motor vehicle transportation by the carrier to or from places in Alaska, without 
requiring further proof that public convenience and necessity will be served 
thereby and without further proceedings, if application for such certificate is 
made to the Commission as provided herein, within one hundred and eighty days 
after the date on which this paragraph takes effect. Pending the determination 
of such application, the continuance of such operations without a certificate 
shall be lawful. Any such carrier which is the holder of a certificate or certifi- 
cates as described above and which, on the date this paragraph takes effect is 
engaged in operations to or from Alaska of the character specified in the fore- 
going provisions of this paragraph, but was not so engaged on January 1, 1957, 
if application is made to the Commission as provided herein within one hundred 
and eighty days after the date on which this paragraph takes effect, may, under 
such regulations as may be prescribed by the Commission, continue such opera- 
tions without a certificate pending the determination of such application in 
accordance with section 207 (a). Applications for certificates under this para- 
graph shall be made in writing to the Commission and shall be in such form and 
contain such information and be accompanied by proof of service upon the 
Alaskan Board and such other interested parties as may be required by the 
Commission. 

““(5) Subject to the provisions of section 210, if any person (or its predecessor 
in interest) was in operation on January 1, 1957, over any route or routes or in 
any area or areas, as a common carrier engaged in the transportation of passen- 
gers or property by motor vehicle between places in Alaska, and has so operated 
since that time (or, if engaged in furnishing seasonal service only, was engaged 
in such operation in the year 1956 during the season ordinarily covered by its 
operations, and such operations have not been discontinued), except in either 
instance as to interruptions of service over which such applicant or its predecessor 
in interest had no control, a certificate shall be issued authorizing such operations 
without requiring further proof that public convenience and necessity will be 
served thereby, and without further proceedings, if appilcation for such certifi- 
cate is made as provided herein, within one hundred and eighty days after this 
paragraph takes effect. Pending the determination of any such application, 
the continuance of such operation without a certificate shall be lawful. Any 
carrier which, on the date this paragraph takes effect, is engaged in an operation 
of the character specified in the foregoing provisions of this paragraph, but was 
not engaged in such operation on January 1, 1957, may under such regulations 
as the Alaskan Transportation Board or the Commission shall prescribe, if appli- 
cation for a certificate is made as provided herein within one hundred and eighty 
days after the date on which this paragraph takes effect, continue such operations 
without a certificate pending the determination of such application in accordance 
with section 207 (a). Applications for certificates under this paragraph shall 
be in writing, and in such form, contain such information, and be accompanied 
by proof of service upon such interested parties as the Commission or the Alaskan 
Transportation Board shall by regulation require. Applications under this 
paragraph by such carriers whose operations include operations to or from places 
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in the United States shall be filed with and determined by the Commission (unless 
the Commission, pursuant to section 17 (2a), shall refer any such application to 
the Alaskan Transportation Board for determination), but copies of such appli- 
cation shall be filed with the Alaskan Transportation Board. Applications by 
such carriers whose operations do not include operations to or from places in the 
United States shall be filed with the Alaskan Transportation Board, but copies 
thereof shall be filed with the Commission.” 

Sec. 14. Section 209 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 309) is 
hereby amended by adding the following : 

“(4) Subject to the provisions of section 210, any contract carrier by motor 
vehicle which is the holder of a permit or permits described in paragraph (2) 
of this subsection or issued under paragraph (3) of this subsection or under 
section 209 (b), authorizing transportation by motor vehicle between places in 
the United States of passengers or property in commerce between the United 
States and Alaska, and on January 1, 1957, it or its predecessor in interest was 
engaged in the transportation of passengers or property as a contract carrier by 
motor vehicle between places in the United States and places in Alaska, the por- 
tion of such transportation within the United States being authorized by and 
performed under the above-mentioned permit or permits, and has so operated 
since that time (or if engaged in the furnishing of seasonal service only, was 
engaged in such operations in the year 1956 during the season ordinarily covered 
by its operations, and such operations have not beeen discontinued), except in 
either instance as to interruptions of service over which the carrier or its pred- 
ecessor in interest had no control, shall be issued a permit authorizing trans- 
portation to or from the points or areas in Alaska served by it, from or to all 
points in the United States designated in the above mentioned permit or permits 
held by the carrier, of passengers or the class or classes of commodities specified 
therein, to the extent that under the said permit or permits the carrier is author- 
ized to perform within the United States all transportation required for through 
motor vehicle transportation by the carrier to or from places in Alaska, without 
further proceedings, if application for such permit is made to the Commission as 
provided herein within one hundred and eighty days after the date on which this 
paragraph takes effect. Pending the determination of such application, the con- 
tinuance of such operation without a permit shall be lawful. Any such carrier 
which is the holder of a permit or permits as described above and which, on the 
date this paragraph takes effect is engaged in operations to or from Alaska of 
the character specified in the foregoing provisions of this paragraph, but was not 
so engaged on January 1, 1957, if application is made to the Commission as 
provided herein within one hundred and eighty days after the date on which 
this paragraph takes effect, may, under such regulations as may be prescribed 
by the Commission, continue such operations without a permit pending the deter- 
mination of such application in accordance with section 209 (b). Applications 
for permits under this paragraph shall be made in writing to the Commission 
and shall be in such form and contain such information and be accompanied by 
proof of service upon the Alaskan government and such other interested parties 
as may be required by the Commission. 

(5) Subject to the provisions of section 210, if any person (or its predecessor 
in interest) was in operation on January 1, 1957, over any route or routes or in 
any area or areas, as a contract carrier engaged in the transportation of 
passengers or property by motor vehicle between places in Alaska, and has so 
operated since that time (or if engaged in furnishing seasonal service only, 
was engaged in such operations in the year 1956 during the season ordinarily 
covered by its operations, and such operations have not been discontinued), ex- 
cept in either instance as to interruptions of service over which such applicant 
or its predecessor in interest had no control, a permit shall be issued authoriz- 
ing such operations without further proceedings, if application for such permit 
is made as provided herein within one hundred and eighty days after the 
date of this paragraph takes effect. Pending the determination of any such 
application, the continuance of such operation without a permit shall be law- 
ful. Any carrier which, on the date this paragraph takes effect, is engaged in 
an operation of the character specified in the foregoing provisions of this 
paragraph, but was not engaged in such operation on January 1, 1957, may, 
under such regulations as the Alaskan Transportation Board or the Commis- 
sion shall prescribe, if application for a permit is made as provided herein 
within one hundred and eighty days after the date on which this paragraph 
takes effect, continue such operations without a permit pending the determina- 
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tion of such application in accordance with section 209 (b). Applications for 
permits under this paragraph shall be in writing and in such form and contain 
such information and be accompanied by proof of service upon such interested 
parties as the Commission or the Alaskan Transportation Board shall by regula- 
tion require. Applications under this paragraph by carriers whose operations 
include transportation to or from places in the United States shall be filed 
with and determined by the Commission (unless the Commission, pursuant to 
section 17 (2a) shall refer any such application to the Alaskan Transportation 
Board for determination), but copies thereof shall be filed with the Alaskan 
Transportation Board. Applications by such carriers whose operations do not 
include operations to or from places in the United States shall be filed with 
the Alaskan Transportation Board, but copies thereof shall be filed with the 
Commission.” 

Sec. 15. The last sentence of section 215 of the Interstate Commerce Act 
(49 U. 8S. C. 315) is hereby amended to read as follows: “The Commission 
may prescribe, with respect to motor carriers operating within the United 
States or within Alaska in the course of engaging in transportation between 
places in a foreign country or between places in one foreign country and a place 
in another foreign country, such reasonable regulations concerning security for 
the protection of the public as the Commission is authorized, by this section, 
to prescribe for other motor carriers.” 

Sec. 16. Section 216 (c) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 316) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(c) Common carriers of property by motor vehicle may establish reasonable 
through routes and joint rates, charges and classifications with other such 
earriers or with cummon carriers by railroad and/or express and/or water; 
and common carriers of passengers by motor vehicle may establish reasonable 
through routes and joint rates, fares, or charges with common carriers by rail- 
road and/or water. Whenever the Commission, after hearing, shall determine 
that such through routes or joint rates are necessary or desirable in the public 
interest, it shall be the duty of common carriers by motor vehicle subject to 
this part, engaged in transporting property between places in Alaska, to es- 
tablish, for the transportation of property between places in Alaska and 
between places in Alaska and places in the United States, through routes and 
joint rates with motor carriers subject to this part engaged in transporting 
between places in Alaska or between a place in Alaska and a place in the 
United States, with common carriers by railroad subject to part I, operating 
within Alaska, with common carriers by water subject to part III operating 
between places in Alaska or between a place in Alaska and a place in the United 
States, and with common carriers by railroad subject to part I operating within 
the United States but only where a common carrier by water subject to part 
III operating between a place in the United States and a place in Alaska is 
included as an intermediate connecting line. It shall also be the duty, under the 
same conditions, for motor common carriers subject to the part engaged in 
transporting property between a place in the United States and a place in 
Alaska to establish through routes and joint rates with common carriers by 
railroad, motor vehicle, and water, subject respectively to parts I, Il, and 
III, engaged in transporting property between places in Alaska, for the trans- 
portation of property between places in United States and places in Alaska. 
In the case of such joint rates, fares, or charges it shall be the duty of the 
carrier parties thereto to establish just and reasonable regulations and prac- 
tices in connection therewith, and just, reasonable, and equitable divisions 
thereof as between the carriers participating therein which shall not unduly 
prefer or prejudice any of such participating carriers.” 

Sec. 17. Section 216 (e) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 316) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(e) Any person, State board, organization, or body politic may make eom- 
plaint in writing to the Commission that any such rate, fare, charge, classifica- 
tion, rule, regulation, or practice in effect or proposed to be put into 
effect, is or will be in violation of this section or of section 217. Whenever, after 
hearing, upon complaint or in an investigation on its own intiative, the Com- 
mission shall be of the opinion that any individual or joint rate, fare, or charge, 
demanded, charged, or collected by any common carrier or carriers by motor 
vehicle or by any common carrier or carriers by motor vehicle in conjunction 
with any common carrier or carriers by railroad and/or express, and/or water for 
transportation in interstate or foreign commerce, or any classification, rule, 
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regulation, or practice whatsoever of such carrier or carriers affecting such rate, 
fare, or charge or to the value of the service thereunder, is or will be unjust or un- 
reasonable, or unjustly discriminatory or unduly preferential or unduly preju- 
dicial, it shall determine and prescribe the lawful rate, fare, or charge or the 
maximum or minimum, or maximum and minimum rate, fare, or charge there- 
after to be observed, or the lawful classification, rule, regulation, or practice 
thereafter to be made effective and the Commission shall, whenever deemed by 
it to be necessary or desirable in the public interest, after hearing, upon com- 
plaint or upon its own initiative without a complaint, establish through routes 
and joint rates, fares, charges, regulations, or practices, applicable to the trans- 
portation of passengers by common carriers by motor vehicle, and, whenever 
the Commission shall have determined that through routes and/or joint rates 
are necessary or desirable in the public interest as to the transportation 
of property to, from, or within Alaska, it shall establish through routes and 
joint rates, charges, regulations or practices applicable to motor common car- 
riers of property operating in Alaska, between such motor common carriers of 
property and common carriers by railroad and/or water operating in Alaska, 
and, to the extent provided in section 1 (4), through routes and joint rates 
applicable between railroads operating in the United States, water carriers 
operating between the United States and Alaska, and motor common carriers 
operating in Alaska, or the maxima or minima, or maxima and minima, to be 
charged, and the terms and conditions under which such through routes shall be 
operated: Provided, however, That nothing in this part shall empower the Com- 
mission to prescribe, or in any manner regulate, the rate, fare, or charge for 
intrastate transportation, or for any service connected therewith, for the pur- 
pose of removing discrimination against interstate commerce or for any other 
purpose whatever.” 

Sec. 18. Section 216 (g) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 316) is 
hereby amended by substituting a colon in place of the period at the end of the 
sentence immediately following the word “Provided”, and adding the following: 
“And provided further, That this paragraph shall not apply to any schedule to 
the extent that it contains initial rates, fares, charges and provisions established 
to apply between places in the United States and places in Alaska or between 
places in Alaska, filed with the Commission or with the Alaskan board not later 
than one hundred and eighty days after the date of enactment of this amend- 
ment.” 

Sec. 19. Section 217 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 317) is 
hereby amended by adding at the end thereof, the following: “Except as other- 
wise authorized by the Commission, such rates, fares, charges, and provisions 
applying to transportation between points in Alaska shall be published in tariffs 
which contain only rates, fares, charges, and provisions applicable to trans- 
portation between points in Alaska, and shall be filed as provided in section 17 
(2a) (c).” 

Sec. 20. Section 217 (d) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 317) is 
hereby amended by substituting a colon in place of the period at the end thereof 
and adding the following: “Provided, That motor common carriers engaged 
in transporting passengers or property between places in the United States and 
places in Alaska or between places in Alaska, on the date this amendment is en- 
acted, shall not be required to publish and file with the Commission or the 
Alaskan board the rates, fares and charges upon which the same are transported 
prior to one hundred and eighty days after the date of enactment of his 
amendment”. 

Sec. 21. (a) Section 218 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 318) 
is hereby amended by inserting therein, following the second sentence, the fol- 
lowing: “Except as otherwise authorized by the Commission, such minimum 
rates, fares, charges and provisions applying to transportation between points 
in Alaska shall be published in schedules which contain only minimum rates, 
fares, charges and provisions applicable to transportation between points in 
Alaska, and shall be filed as provided in section 17 (2a) (c)”. 

(b) Section 218 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act is hereby further amended 
by substituting a colon in place of the period at the end thereof and adding the 
following: “Provided further, That motor contract carriers engaged in trans- 
porting passengers or property between places in the States and places in Alaska 
or between places in Alaska on the date this amendment is enacted shall not 
be required to comply with this paragraph prior to one hundred and eighty days 
after the date this amendment is enacted”. 
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Sec. 22. Section 218 (c) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 318) 
is hereby amended by substituting a colon in place of the period at the end of 
the sentence immediately following the word “Provided”, and adding thereto: 
“And provided further, That this paragraph shall not apply to any schedule of 
minimum rates to the extent that it contains initial minimum rates, fares, 
charges, or provisions applicable between places in the States and places - 
Alaska, or between places in Alaska, filed with the Commission or the Alaska 
Board not later than one hundred and eighty days after the date this ae. 
ment is enacted.” 

Sec. 23. Section 220 (b) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 320) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Said annual reports shall contain all the required information for the 
period of twleve months ending on the thirty-first day of December in each year, 
unless the Commission shall specify a different date, and shall be filed with 
the Commission at its office in Washington or at such place or places as the 
Commission may require, within three months after the close of the year for 
which the report is made, unless additional time is granted in any case by the 
Commission. Such annual reports and such periodical or special reports as 
may be required by the Commission under subsection (a) hereof shall be under 
oath, whenever the Commission so requires.” 

Sec. 24. The first sententce of section 221 (a) of the Interstate Commerce 
Act (49 U. 8. C. 321) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(a) It shall be the duty of every motor carrier to file with the board of 
each State in which it operates under a certificate or permit under this part, 
and with the board of Alaska if operations are conducted in that Territory, and 
with the Commission, a designation in writing of the name and post office 
address of a person upon whom or which service of notices or orders may be 
made under this part.” 

Sec. 25. Section 221 (c) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 321) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(e) Every motor carrier (including any motor carrier operating within the 
United States or within Alaska in the course of engaging in transportation be- 
tween places in a foreign country or between a place in one foreign country 
and a place in another foreign country) shall also file with the board of each 
State in which it operates and with the Alaskan board if it operates in Alaska, 
and with the Interstate Commerce Commission, a designation in writing of the 
name and post office address of a person in such State or in Alaska upon whom 
process issued by or under the authority of any court having jurisdiction of 
the subject matter may be served in any proceeding at law or equity brought 
against such carrier. Such designation may from time to time be changed by 
like writing similarly filed. In the event such carrier fails to file such desig- 
nation, service may be made upon any agent of such motor carrier within such 
State or in Alaska.” 

Sec. 26. Section 302 (i) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 902) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(i) The term ‘interstate or foreign transportation’ or ‘transportation in 
interstate or foreign commerce’, as used in this part, means transportation of 
persons or property— 

“(1) wholly by water from a place in a State to a place in any other 
State, between a place in a State and a place in Alaska, or between places 
in Alaska, whether or not such transportation takes place wholly in the 
United States ; 

“(2) partly by water and partly by railroad or motor vehicle, from a 
place in a State to a place in any other State, between a place in a State 
and a place in Alaska, or between places in Alaska; except that with 
respect to such transportation taking place partly in the United States 
or partly in Alaska and partly outside the United States and Alaska. such 
terms shall include transportation by railroad only insofar as it takes place 
within the United States or within Alaska; and shall include transportation 
by motor vehicle insofar as it takes place within the United States or within 
Alaska, or between a place in the United States and a place in Alaska; 
and shall include transportation by water only insofar as it takes place 
from a place in the United States to another place in the United States, be- 
tween a place in the United States and a place in Alaska, or between places 
in Alaska ; 
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“(3) wholly by water, or partly by water and partly by railroad or motor 
vehicle, from or to a place in the United States or in Alaska to or from a 
place outside the United States and Alaska, (A) insofar as such transporta- 
tion by rail takes place within the United States or within Alaska; insofar 
as such transportation by motor vehicle takes place within the United States 
or within Alaska but including transportation between a place in the United 
States and a place in Alaska; and (B) in the case of a movement to a place 
outside the United States and Alaska, insofar as such transportation by 
water takes place from any place in the United States to any other place 
therein, between a place in the United States and a place in Alaska, or be- 
tween places in Alaska, prior to transshipment at a place within the United 
States or at a place in Alaska, for movement to a place outside the United 
States and Alaska; and, in the case of a movement from a place outside 
the United States and Alaska, insofar as such transportation by water takes 
place from any place in the United States to any other place therein, between 
a place in the United States and a place in Alaska, or between places in 
Alaska, after transshipment at a place within the United States or Alaska 
in a movement from a place outside the United States and Alaska.” 

Src. 27. Section 305 (b) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 905) is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(b) It shall be the duty of common carriers by water to establish reasonable 
through routes with other such carriers and with common carriers by railroad, 
for the transportation of persons or property, and just and reasonable rates, fares, 
charges, and classifications applicable thereto, and to provide reasonable facili- 
ties for operating such through routes, and to make reasonable rules and regula- 
tions with respect to their operation and providing for reasonable compensation 
to those entitled thereto. Common carriers by water may establish reasonable 
through routes and and rates, fares, charges, and classifications applicable thereto 
with common carriers by motor vehicle, and, whenever the Commission, after 
hearing, determines that such through routes and joint rates are necessary or 
desirable in the public interest, common carriers by water subject to tihs part, 
operating to, from, or between points in Alaska, shall establish with motor com- 
mon carriers of property subject to part II operating in Alaska, through routes 
and joint rates, charges, regulations, and practices applicable to the transporta- 
tion of property. In the case of joint rates, fares, or charges it shall be the duty 
of the carriers parties thereto to establish just, reasonable, and equitable divisions 
thereof, which shall not unduly prefer or prejudice any of such carriers.” 

Sec. 28. (a) Section 306 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 
906) is hereby amended by inserting following the first sentence, the following: 
“Except as otherwise authorized by the Commission, such rates, fares, charges, 
and provisions applying between points in Alaska shall be published in tariffs 
which contain only rates, fares, charges, and provisions, applicable to transporta- 
tion between points in Alaska, and shall be filed as provided in section 17 (2a) 

c).” 

(b) Section 306 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 906) is 
hereby further amended by adding at the end thereof the following: “Provided, 
That tariffs of common carriers by water containing rates, fares, charges, classi- 
fications, rules, regulations, and practices for the transportation of passengers or 
property between places in the United States and places in Alaska and between 
places in Alaska on file with the Federal Maritime Board pursuant to the require- 
ments of the Shipping Act of 1916, as amended, or the Intercoastal Shipping 
Act of 1933, as amended, and effective at that time (or copies thereof) shall be 
transferred to the Commission and shall be deemed to be filed with the Commis- 
sion pursuant to the requirements of the Interstate Commerce Act as of a date 
one hundred and eighty days after this amendment takes effect. Tariffs show- 
ing all other rates, fares, charges, classifications, rules, regulations, and prac- 
tices for transportation by water common carriers between places in the United 
States and places in Alaska, and between places in Alaska, subject to this part, 
shall be filed as provided in section 17 (2a) (c) not later than one hundred and 
eighty days after this amendment shall take effect.” 

Src. 29. Section 306 (e) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 906) 
is hereby amended by inserting therein immediately after the second sentence, 
the following: “Except as otherwise authorized by the Commission, such mini- 
mum rates, fares and charges and the regulations and practices applicable in 
connection therewith applying to transportation between points in Alaska shall 
be published in schedules which contain only minimum rates, fares, charges, 
and provisions applicable to transportation between points in Alaska, and shall 
be filed as provided in section 17 (2a) (c).” 
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Sec. 30. Section 307 (g) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 907) 
is hereby amended by substituting a colon in place of the period at the end of 
the sentence immediately following the words “Provided, however”, and adding 
thereto the following: “And provided further, That this subsection shall not 
apply to any schedule to the extent that it contains initial rates, fares, charges 
or provisions applicable to transportation between places in the States and 
places in Alaska or between places in Alaska, filed with the Commissioner for the 
Alaskan board not later than one hundred and eighty days after the date of 
enactment of this amendment.” 

Sec. 31. Section 307 (i) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 907) 
is hereby amended by substituting a colon in place of the period at the end of 
the sentence immediately following the word “Provided”, and adding thereto 
the following: “And provided further, That this subsection shall not apply to 
any schedule to the extent that it contains initial rates, fares, charges, or 
provisions applicable to transportation between places in the States and places 
in Alaska or between places in Alaska, filed with the Commission or the Alaskan 
board not later than one hundred and eighty days after the date of enactment 
of this amendment.” 

Seo. 32. Section 309 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 909) 
is hereby amended by inserting ‘(1)” immediately following “Src. 300 (a)” 
and adding paragraph (2) reading as follows: 

*(2) Subject to the provisions of section 310, if any person (or its predecessor 
in interest) was in operation on January 1, 1957, as a common carrier by water 
from a port in the United States to a port in Alaska, from a port in Alaska to 
a port in the United States, or between ports in Alaska, and has so operated 
since that time (or if engaged in furnishing seasonal service only, was engaged 
in such operations in the year 1956 during the season ordinarily covered by its 
operations, and such operations have not been discontinued), except in either 
instance as to interruption of service over which such applicant or its predeces- 
sor in interest had no control, a certificate shall be issued authorizing such 
operations, without further proceedings, if application for such certificate is 
made as provided herein within one hundred and eighty days after the date 
this paragraph takes effect. Pending the determination of any such applica- 
tion, the continuance of such operations without a certificate shall be lawful. 
Any carrier which, on the date this paragraph takes effect, is engaged in an 
operation of the character specified in the foregoing provisions of this paragraph, 
but was not engaged in such operations on January 1, 1957, may, under such 
regulations as the Commission shall prescribe, if application for a certificate 
is made as provided herein within one hundred and eighty days after the d:te 
at which this paragraph takes effect, continue such operations without a certifi- 
cate pending the determination of such application in accordance with subsec- 
tion (c) of this section. Applications for certificates under this paragraph 
shall be in writing, and in such form, contain such information, and be accom- 
panied by proof of service upon such interested parties, as the Commission or 
the Alaskan Transportation Board shall by regulation require. Applications 
by carriers whose operations include operations to or from ports of the United 
States shall be filed with and determined by the Commission (unless the Com- 
mission, pursuant to section 17 (2a), shall refer such an application to the 
Alaskan Transportation Board for determination), but copies thereof shall be 
filed with the Alaskan Transportation Board. Applications by carriers whose 
operations do not include operations to or from ports in the United States shall 
be filed with the Alaskan Transportation Board, but copies thereof shall be 
filed with the Commission”’. 

Sec. 33. Section 309 (f) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 909) 
is hereby amended by inserting “(1)” following “(f)”, and adding the following 
paragraph: 

‘*(2) Subject to the provisions of section 310, if any person (or its predecessor 
in interest) was in operation on January 1, 1957 as a contract carrier by 
water from a port in the United States to a port in Alaska, from a port in 
Alaska to a port in the United States, or between ports in Alaska, and has so 
operated since that time (or if engaged in furnishing seasonal service only, 
was engaged in such operations in the year 1956 during the season ordinarily 
covered by its operations, and such operations have not been discontinued), 
except in either instance as to interruptions of service over which such anpli- 
cant or its predecessor in interest had no control, a permit shall be issued 
authorizing such operations, without further proceedings, if application for 
such permit is made as provided herein within one hundred and eighty days 
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after the date this paragraph takes effect. Pending the determination of any 
such application, the continuance of such operations without a permit shall 
be lawful. Any carrier which, on the date this paragraph takes effect, is 
engaged in an operation of character specified in the foregoing provisions of 
this paragraph, but was not engaged in such operations on January 1, 1957, 
may, under such regulations as the Commission shall prescribe, if application 
for a permit is made as provided herein within one hundred and eighty days 
after the date on which this paragraph takes effect, continue such operations 
without a permit pending the determination of such application in accordance 
with subsection (g) of this section. Applications for permits under this para- 
graph shall be in writing, and in such form, contain such information, and be 
accompanied by proof of service upon such interested parties, as the Commis- 
sion or the Alaskan Transportation Board shall by regulation require. Appli- 
eations by carriers whose operations include operations to or from ports of the 
United States shall be filed with and determined by the Commission (unless 
the Commission, pursuant to section 17 (2a), shall refer any such applica- 
tions to the Alaskan Transportation Board for determination), but copies 
of such applications shall be filed with the Alaskan Transportation Board. 
Applications by carriers whose operations do not include operations to or 
from ports in the United States shall be filed with the Alaskan Transportation 
Board, but copies of such applications shall be filed with the Commission.” 

Sec. 34. Section 313 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 9138) 
is hereby amended by changing the third and fourth sentences thereof to read 
as follows: “Said annual reports shall contain all the required information 
for the period of twelve months ending on the 3list day of December in each 
year, unless the Commission shall specify a different date, and shall be filed 
with the Commission at its office in Washington or at such place or places as 
the Commission may require, within three months after the close of the 
year for which the report is made, unless additional time be granted in any 
case by the Commission. Such annual reports, and such periodical or special 
reports as may be required by the Commission under this paragraph, shall 
be under oath whenever the Commission so requires.” 

Sec. 35. The first sentence of section 315 (a) of the Interstate Commerce 
Act (49 U.S. C. 915) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(a) It shall be the duty of every water carrier to file with the Commission, 
and with the Alaskan Transportation Board if operations are conducted in 
Alaska, a designation in writing of the name and post-office address of an agent 
upon whom or which service of notices or orders may be made under this 
part.” 

Src. 36. Section 402 (a) (6) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 
1002) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(6) The term ‘interstate commerce’ means transportation (A) between 
a point in a State and a point in another State, between a point in a State and 
a point in Alaska, or between points in Alaska, whether or not such transporta- 
tion takes place wholly within the United States or within Alaska; (B) between 
points within the same State but through any place outside thereof; or (C) from 
or to any point in the United States or in Alaska to or from any point outside 
the United States and Alaska, but only insofar as such transportation takes 
place within the United States or within Alaska.” 

Sec. 37. (a) Section 405 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 1005) 
is hereby amended by inserting therein immediately after the first sentence, 
the following: “Except as otherwise authorized by the Commission, such rates, 
fares, charges, and provisions applying to transportation between points in 
Alaska shall be published in tariffs which contain only rates, fares, charges, 
and provisions applicable to transportation between points in Alaska, and 
shall be filed as provided in section 17 (2a) (c).” 

(b) Section 405 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 1005) is 
further amended by adding at the end thereof the following: “Tariffs con- 
taining rates, fares, charges, classifications, rules, regulations, and practices for 
the transportation of property by water between places in the United States and 
places in Alaska or between places in Alaska, filed with the Federal Maritime 
Board pursuant to the Shipping Act of 1916, as amended, or the Intercoastal 
Shipping Act of 1933, as amended, by persons whose operations are those of 
a common carrier by water. under the mentioned Acts, but whose operations are 
those of a freight forwarder under the Interstate Commerce Act, and in effect 
on the date this amendment takes effect (or copies thereof) shall be trans- 
ferred to the Commission and shall be deemed to be filed with the Commission 








ALASKAN TRANSPORTATION 13 


pursuant to the requirements of the Interstate Commerce Act as of a date one 
hundred and eighty days after this amendment takes effect. Tariffs of other 
freight forwarders engaged in operations between places in the United States 
and places in Alaska or between places in Alaska, subject to this part, shall 
be filed with the Commission (and if required by regulations, with the Alaskan 
Transportation Board) not later than one hundred and eighty days after this 
amendment takes effect.” 

Sec. 88. Section 406 (e) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 1006) 
is hereby amended by substituting a colon at the end of the next-to-the-last 
sentence and adding the following: “Provided further, That subject to section 
405 (b), this subsection shall not apply to any initial publication of rates, charges, 
classification, regulations or practices, applying between a place in the United 
States and a place in Alaska or between places in Alaska, filed not later than 
one hundred and eighty days after the date of enactment of this amendment.” 

Sec. 39. Section 410 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 1010) 
is hereby amended by inserting ‘‘(1)” immediately following “(a)”, and adding 
the following paragraph at the end thereof : 

“(2) If any person (or its predecessor in interest) was in operation on 
January 1, 1957, as a freight forwarder between any place in the United States 
and any place in Alaska, or between places in Alaska, and has so operated 
since that time (or if engaged in furnishing seasonal service only, was engaged 
in such operations in the year 1956 during the season ordinarily covered by its 
operations, and such operations have not been discontinued) except in either 
instance as to interruptions of service over which such applicant or its predeces- 
sor in interest had no control, a permit shall be issued authorizing such opera- 
tions, without further proceedings, if application for such permit is made as 
provided herein, within one hundred and eighty days after this paragraph 
takes effect. Pending the determination of any such application the continu- 
ance of such operations without a permit shall be lawful. Any freight forwarder 
which, on the date this paragraph takes effect, is engaged in an operation of 
the character specified in the foregoing provisions of this paragraph, but was 
not engaged in such operations on January 1, 1957, may, under such regulations 
as the Commission shall prescribe, if application for a permit is made as pro- 
vided herein within one hundred and eighty days after the date on which this 
paragraph takes effect, continue such operations without a permit pending the 
determination of such application in accordance with subsection (c) of this 
section. Applications for permits under this paragraph shall be in writing, 
and in such form, contain such information, and be accompanied by proof 
of service upon such interested parties as the Commission shall by regulation 
require. Applications by freight forwarders whose operations include operations 
to or from places in the United States shall be filed with and determined by 
the Commission (unless the Commission, pursuant to section 17 (2a), shall 
refer any such application to the Alaskan Transportation Board for determi- 
nation), but copies of such application shall be filed with the Alaskan Trans- 
portation Board. Applications by such forwarders whose operations do not 
include operation to or from places in the United States shall be filed with 
the Alaskan Transportation Board, but copies of such applications shall be 
filed with the Commission.” 

Sec. 40. Section 411 (b) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 1011) 
is hereby amended by substituting a colon in the place of the period at the end 
thereof, and adding the following: “And provided further, That any such person 
who is engaged in operations as a freight forwarder in service between a place 
in the United States and a place in Alaska, or between places in Alaska, on the 
date of enactment of this amendment, shall have the same authority to continue 
to engage in such service subject to this part, until otherwise ordered by the 
Commission, as is granted to other persons under the provisions of section 410 
(a) (2)”. 

Sec. 41. Section 411 (c) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8. C. 1011) 
is hereby amended by substituting a colon in lieu of the period at the end thereof 
and adding thereto the following: “Provided, That the prohibitions of this sub- 
section shall be applicable to such interest in freight forwarders engaged in 
operations between a place in the United States and a place in Alaska and 
between places in Alaska after one hundred and eighty days from the date 
of the enactment of this amendment.” 

Sec. 42. Section 412 (b) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. S. C. 1012) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 
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“(b) Such annual reports shall contain all the required information for the 
period of twelve months ending on the 31st day of December in each year, unless 
the Commission shall specify a different date, and shall be filed with the Com- 
mission at its office in Washington or at such place or places as the Commission 
may require, within three months after the close of the year for which the 
report is made, unless additional time be granted in any case by the Commis- 
sion. Such annual reports and such periodical or special reports as may be 
required by the Commission under subsection (a) hereof shall be under oath 
whenever the Commission so requires.” 

Sec. 43. The first sentence of section 416 (a) of the Interstate Commerce Act 
(49 U. 8. C. 1016) is hereby amended to read as follows: “It shall be the duty 
of every freight forwarder to file with the Commission a designation in writing 
of the name and post-office address of an agent upon whom or which service 
of notices or orders may be made under this part, and freight forwarders con- 
ducting operations in Alaska shall also file with the Alaskan Transportation 
Board a like designation of an agent in Alaska upon whom or which the service 
of notices or orders by that Board may be served under this part.” 

Sec. 44. The first paragraph of section 1 of the Act of March 12, 1914 (38 Stat. 
305), as amended (48 U.S. C. 301), is hereby further amended to read as follows: 

“The President of the United States is empowered, authorized, and directed 
to adopt and use a name by which to designate the railroad or railroads and 
properties to be located, owned, acquired, or operated under the authority of 
this Act; to employ such officers, agents, or agencies, in his discretion, as may 
be necessary to enable him to carry out the purposes of said sections ; to authorize 
and require such officers, agents, or agencies to perform any or all of the duties 
imposed upon him by the terms of said sections; to detail and require any 
officer or officers in the Engineer Corps in the Army or Navy to perform service 
under said sections; to fix the compensation of all officers, agents, or employees 
appointed or designated by him; to designate and cause to be located a route 
or routes for a line or lines of railroad in the Territory of Alaska not to exceed 
in the aggregate one thousand miles, to be so located as to connect one or more 
of the open Pacific Ocean harbors on the southern coast of Alaska with the 
navigable waters in the interior of Alaska, and with a coal field or fields so as 
best to aid in the development of the agricultural and mineral or other resources 
of Alaska, and the settlement of the public lands therein, and so as to provide 
transportation of coal for the Army and Navy, transportation of troops, arms, 
munitions of war, the mails, and for other governmental and public uses and 
for the transportation of passengers and property; to construct and build a 
railroad or railroads along such route or routes as he may so designate and 
locate, with the necessary branch lines, feeders, sidings, switches, and spurs; 
to purchase or otherwise acquire all real and personal property necessary to 
carry out the purposes of said sections; to exercise the power of eminent domain 
in acquiring property for such use which use is declared to be a public use, by 
condemnation in the courts of Alaska in accordance with the laws nor or here- 
after in force there; to acquire rights-of-way, terminal grounds, and all other 
rights; to purchase or otherwise acquire all necessary equipment for the con- 
struction, and operation of such railroad or railroads; to build or otherwise 
acquire docks, wharves, terminal facilities, and all structures needed for the 
equipment and operation of such railroad or railroads; to establish, change 
or modify rates for the transportation of passengers and property; to receive 
compensation for the transportation of passengers and property, and to perform 
generally all the usual duties of a common carrier by railroad; to make and 
establish rules and regulations for the control and operation of said railroad or 
railroads: Provided, however, That effective one hundred and eighty days after 
the enactment of this amendment, and thereafter, the operation of the said rail- 
road or railroads and the facilities and equipment thereof shall be subject to 
the provisions of part I of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, and related 
Acts, including Acts relating to the safety of operations by railroads and the 
Explosives and Combustibles Act (chapter 39, title 18, of the United States Code), 
in the same manner and to the same extent as if such railroad or railroads and 
facilities were privately owned and operated, except that approval of the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission shall not be required for any extension of such 
railroad or railroads or for the issuance of securities. No free pass or free 
or reduced rate or fare transportation shall be given except as permitted by the 
provisions of part I of the Interstate Commerce Act. The President is em- 
powered and authorized in his discretion, to lease the said railroad or railroads, 
or any portion thereof, including telegraph and telephone lines, after comple- 
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tion under such terms as he may deem proper, but no lease of such railroad or 
railroads shall be for a longer period than twenty years and no other lease 
authorized in this Act shall be for a longer period than fifty-five years, or in 
the event of failure to lease, to operate the same until the further action of 
Congress. If the said railroad or railroads, including telegraph and telephone 
lines, are leased under the authority given under said sections, they shall be 
operated by the lessee under the jurisdiction and control of the provisions of 
the interstate commerce laws. The President also is empowered and authorized 
to purchase, condemn, or otherwise acquire upon such terms as he may deem 
proper, any other line or lines of railroad in Alaska which may be necessary to 
complete the construction of the line or lines of railroad designated or located 
by him. The price to be paid in case of purchase shall in no case exceed the 
actual physical value of the railroad; to make contracts or agreements with any 
railroad or steamship company or vessel owner for joint transportation of 
passengers or property over the road or roads herein provided for, and such 
railroad or steamship line or by such vessel, and to make such other contracts 
as may be necessary to carry out any of the purposes of said sections; to utilize 
in carrying on the work herein provided for any and all machinery, equipment, 
instruments, material, and other property of any sort whatsoever used or ac- 
quired in connection with the construction of the Panama Canal, so far and 
as rapidly as the same is no longer needed at Panama, and the successors to 
the Isthmian Canal Commission are authorized to deliver said property to such 
officers or persons as the President may designate, and to take credit therefor 
at such percentage of its original cost as the President may approve, but this 
amount shall not be charged against the fund provided for in said sections.” 

Src. 45. Section 1 of the Accident Reports Act (45 U. S. C. 38) is hereby 
amended by adding the following at the end thereof: “Common carriers by rail- 
road operating in Alaska shall furnish a copy of each such report to the Alaskan 
Transportation Board at its office in Anchorage (or Juneau), Alaska.” 

Sec. 46. The Mann-Elkins Act (49 U. S. C. 50) is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: “Common carriers subject to part I of the 
Interstate Commerce Act engaged in operation within Alaska shall also file with 
the Alaskan Transportation Board at Anchorage (or Juneau), Alaska, a like 
designation of an agent in that city upon whom orders and notices issued by the 
said Board may be served.” 

Sec. 47. Section 831 of title 18 of the United States Code, relating to the 
transportation of explosives and other dangerous articles is hereby amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: “ ‘Interstate commerce’ as used in 
this chapter shall include transportation between places in Alaska.” 

Sec. 48. The second proviso of section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920, 
as amended (46 U. S. C. 883), is hereby amended to read ase follows: “Pro- 
vided further, That this section shall not apply to merchandise transported 
between points within the continental United States, including Alaska, over 
through routes heretofore or hereafter recognized by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission for which routes rate tariffs have been or shall herafter be filed 
with said Commission when such routes are in part over Canadian rail lines 
and their own or other connecting water facilities :”. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 49. (a) The Shipping Act, 1916, as amended, and the Intercoastal Ship- 
ping Act, 19383, as amended, are hereby repealed, effective one hundred and 
eighty days after the enactment of this provision, insofar as they are incon- 
sistent with any provision of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, and 
insofar as they provide for the regulation of, or the making of agreements relat- 
ing to, transportation of persons or property by water between places in the 
States of the United States or the District of Columbia and places in Alaska 
or between places in Alaska, which matters are made subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission under the Interstate Commerce Act, 
as amended, by other provisions of this Act. This provision shall not, however, 
be construed to repeal: Section 205 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (46 
U. S. C. 1115), as amended, or any provision of law providing penalties for 
violations of such section 205; the third sentence of section 2 of the Intercoastal 
Shipping Act, 1933, as amended (46 U. S. C. 844), as extended by section 5 of 
such Act, or any provision of law providing penalties for violations of section 
2; the provisions of the Shipping Act, 1916, as amended, insofar as such Act 
provides for the regulation of persons included within the term “other persons 
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subject to this Act”, as defined in such Act, but this reservation shall not include 
persons who do not operate vessels but who have been held to be water common 
carriers under this Act or the Shipping Act, 1933, regardless as to whether such 
persons are water common carriers subject to part III of the Interstate Com- 
merce Act or freight forwarders under part IV of that Act; sections 27 and 28 
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920 (46 U. S. C. 883, 884); the provisiosn of 
section 15 of the Shipping Act, 1916, as amended (46 U. 8S. C. 814), so as to 
prevent any water carrier subject to the provisions of the Interstate Commerce 
Act from entering into any agreement under the provisions of such section 15 
with respect to transportation not subject to the provisions of the Interstate 
Commerce Act in which such carrier may be engaged; any law of navigation, 
the admiralty jurisdiction of the courts of the United States liabilities of vessels 
and their owners for loss or damage, or laws respecting seamen, or any other 
maritime law, regulation, or custom not in conflict with the provisions of the 
Interstate Commerce Act. 

(b) Except to the extent that they are required by the Federal Maritime 
Board in connection with its continued jurisdiction, all files, reports, records, 
tariff schedules, contracts, agreements, and other documents in the possession 
of the Board relating to the regulation of transportation by water between the 
States of the United States and the Territory of Alaska and between places in 
the Territory of Alaska, and carriers engaged in such transportation, shall be 
transferred to the Interstate Commerce Commission. To the extent that such 
records and documents are retained by the Federal Maritime Board, copies 
thereof shall be furnished to the Interstate Commerce Commission upon request. 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (a) of this section, all 
orders, rules, regulations, tariffs, contracts, or agreements, pertaining to trans- 
portation by water between places in the States and places in Alaska and 
between places in Alaska, to the extent they were issued, authorized, approved, 
entered into, or filed pursuant to authority of the Federal Maritime Board or 
under any provision of law repealed by this Act, shall continue in force and 
effect until lawfully changed by act of the parties involved or until changed, 
modified, or set aside by action of the Commission. 

(d) Any proceeding, hearing, or investigation commenced or pending before 
the Federal Maritime Board at the time this section takes effect, to the extent 
that it relates to the administraion of any provision of law repealed by this Act, 
shall be continued or otherwise acted upon by the Commission as though such 
proceeding, hearing, or investigation had been instituted under the provisions 
of the Interstate Commerce Act. 

(e) Any pending judicial proceeding arising under any provision of law re- 
pealed by the provisions of this part shall be continued, heard, and determined 
in the same manner and with the same effect as if the said provisions had not 
been repealed; except that in the case of any such proceeding to which the 
Federal Maritime Board is a party, the court, upon motion or supplemental 
petition, may direct that the Commission be substituted for the Federal Mari- 
time Board as a party to the proceeding or made an additional party thereto. 

(f) If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person, or 
commerce, or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the Act and the 
application of such provision to other persons, or commerce, or circumstances 
shall not be affected thereby. 

(g) As early as practicable after the expiration of the one hundred and eighty 
days allowed after the date of enactment under various provisions of this Act 
for the filing of applications for operating rights, tariffs, and schedules, the 
Commission shall institute a general investigation into the lawfulness of all 
rates, fares, charges, classifications, regulations and practices, applying to or 
in connection with transportation between places in the States of the United 
States and Alaska, and between places in Alaska, filed with the Commission by 
carriers by railroads, water carriers and motor carriers, and shall prosecute 
such proceeding with all possible diligence to the end that just, reasonable and 
otherwise lawful rates shall be established for such transportation. 

(h) Except as otherwise provided in connection with specific provisions, this 
Act shall become effective upon the date of enactment. 


Senator Corron. The meeting will please come to order. Senator 
Schoeppel, of Kansas, who is the senior of the delegation, will be here 
today. He will probably not reach the airport until late this morning 
and perhaps not until so late that he won’t be with us until we start 
the afternoon session. 
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However, in order to insure that the witnesses present may present 
their testimony, I shall open the hearing now in accordance with the 
announced schedule. 

May I say, also, that it is a privilege for us to come to Anchorage 
to be with you for these hearings. If any of the witnesses are in- 
clined to be disappointed that ‘they must appear this morning to 
tesitfy, or to present, their views before Senator Schoeppel arrives, 
and before only one Senator, I would like to reassure you that, in the 
first place, the record made in these hearings will be studied by the 
entire Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. It will be 
briefed by the staff and the points presented to all of the members of 
the committee. 

Incidentally, may I say that Mr. Barton is the counsel on trans- 
portation for the committee, and Mr. Bailey is assistant to the chief 
counsel for the committee. Actually, these members of the staff are 
fully as important as the members of the committee in receiving the 
evidence in these hearings. They are the men who analyze it, brief it, 
study it, and present it to the committee. 

If it is true that the way to a man’s heart is through his stomach, 
then the way to a committee is through the staff, so don’t underestimate 
the importance of these two gentlemen who car ry the responsibility of 
these hearings in a very large measure. 

I am here—and I think Senator Se hoeppel is in the same situa- 
tion—by request. I have been in Congress for 11 years now, and I 
have long wanted to visit Alaska. There are other things, I know, 
that Alaskans are interested in besides transportation, and I think 
we in Congress have a sincere desire to be fair and just and considerate. 

I, personally, have felt that I could not honestly adopt a course 
until [ had a chance to come up here to see Alaska, snd I welcome that 
opportunity, and I know that Senator Schoeppel joins me in thanking 
the chairman of the committee for this assignment. 

These hearings will, logically, follow those held by the committee 
in Alaska in 1955. I understand that, in the course of the 1955 hear- 
ings, the committee was told of the need for the regulation of Alaskan 
transportation, and, also, something of the problems of the Alaskan 
fishing industry. As was said then, we are here today to listen rather 
than to talk. 

We are here with a twofold purpose: to hold hearings on a bill that 
deals with the problem of transportation regulation for Alask: a, and 
on additional bills that propose to amend the law to aid the further 
development of Alaska’s fishing resources. 

Today will be devoted to the taking of testimony on S. 1448, a 
bill to amend the Interstate Commerce Act to allow the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to regulate Alaska transportation, including 
rail, water, motor, and freight-forwarder transportation within 
Alaska and between Alaska and the United States. 

Tomorrow, as has been previously announced, we plan joint hear- 
ings with a special subcommittee of the House Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee on S. 27 19, S. 2805 and its companion bill, H. R. 
8459, and H. R. 6646, which relates to Coast Guard regulations 


governing water transportation between the United States and Alaska 


on certain vessels. 
The reason, of course, is obviously to try to restrict the hearing today 
to the matter of regulation of transportation, so that the hearing 
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which relates to fisheries will be held tomorrow when the House 
committee on that subject will be with us. 

In the interest of conserving the time of both the witnesses and 
members of the committee, it is requested that those testifying make 
brief, oral statements summarizing their written statements. The 
full text of the written statements can, however, be printed in the 
record of the hearings. I might add at this time that the record will 
be kept open for a reasonable time for anyone wishing to file addi- 
tional statements or supplemental material. 

It seems to me a brief explanation by the Counsel for the Commis- 
sion, explaining the bill, would be the logical place to start this hear- 
ing, because it will be helpful to the committee and staff, and, I think, 
helpful to those of you who are here and who are planning to testify, 
and to others interested in the subject of the hearing. 

Therefore, I ask Mr. Murray to come forward as the first witness. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES MURRAY, ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Senator Corron. Do you have any written statement ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Corton. You are just going to give us a general explana- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. 

Senator Corron. Very shortly we will have a public-address system 
connected here, so everyone can hear more readily. While we are 
waiting for it, Mr. Murray, if you will, you might just turn a bit so 
you are facing sideways toward the reporter here. Then, if you 
speak rather loud, everyone in the room can hear. 

Mr. Murray. My name is James A. Murray, Associate General 
Counsel for the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

I want to state that I am not here to promote the passage of this or 
any other bill, or to defend any of the provisions of the bill. I merely 
want to explain the provisions, as I understand them, so that wit- 
mete who follow may criticize the result, if they do not desire that 
result. 

The general plan of S. 1448 is to extend the Interstate Commerce 
Act to apply to transportation between Alaska and the States, and 
to transportation in interstate and foreign commerce within Alaska. 
This application is the same as the application of the Interstate 
Commerce Act within the States. 

A further extension is to make the Interstate Commerce Act also 
apply to transportation in intraterritorial service between points in 
Alaska. This is a departure from the plan in the States where each 
State normally regulates intrastate transportation within its borders. 

There were two reasons for the inclusion of this jurisdiction over 
intra-Alaskan transportation. One is to simplify the application of 
the act and the regulation in the States, where the States regulate 
intrastate transportation and the Interstate Commerce Commisison 
regulates interstate transportation; carriers are subject to two differ- 
ent systems of regulation. 

It seems that in a Territory such as Alaska that would be desirable 
to simplify this so that it will be 1 system of transportation, 1 sys- 
tem of operating rights, and 1 system of rates. 
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Another reason for extending the act to apply to Alaska intrater- 
ritorial transportation is the existence of the Alaska Railroad which 
represents a substantial investment by the Federal Government. It 
is unusual for the Federal Government to submit an investment of this 
kind to the regulation of rates by local authorities. 

By bringing this traffic under the Interstate Commerce Act, the 
Congress, if it passes the bill, will be following the precedent in which 
the Commission regulated transportation by Federal Barge Line, and 
the Maritime Commission regulated transportation by Government- 
owned vessels. 

Aside from this general extension of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission Act to apply to Alaska, the bill makes a number of spe- 
cial provisions with respect to Alaskan transportation. The first 
provision of that kind creates an Alaskan Transportation Board com- 
posed of three members appointed by the Governor of Alaska, sub- 
ject to the advice and consent of the Alaskan Senate. All matters 
relating to transportation between points in Alaska must be sub- 
mitted to this board for action. Any matter involving transporta- 
tion between Alaska and the States may, in the discretion of the Com- 
mission, be referred to the board for action. The decisions of the 
board would be subject to appeal to the entire Commission in the same 
manner that decisions of a division of the Commission are subject to 
appeal to the Commission. 

This was thought desirable because of the Government’s invest- 
ment in the Alaska Railroad. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Murray, I am sorry to interrupt you, but the 
public address gentleman is here and he can hook this up in just about 
2 minutes and everything will be fine. It will make it easier for you 
and the folks, so if you will suspend a moment? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. 

(Short recess. ) 

Senator Corron. Thank you. You may proceed. 

Mr. Murray. These provisions for review of board decisions by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission may also serve a useful pur- 
pose in preventing persons from suspecting that the board may be 
serving Alaskan interests at the expense of the United States Gov- 
ernment——- 

Senator Corron. Pardon me. Because of the interruption, I am 
afraid that I lost the thread. You had just finished explaining that 
under this bill there would be a separate panel ? 

Mr. Murray. On the Alaskan board. 

Senator Corron. Appointed by the government of Alaska and con- 
firmed by the Alaskan Senate; that is, by the Governor ? 

Mr. Murray. That is right. 

Senator Corron. Who would handle these matters subject to appeal 
to the entire Interstate Commerce Commission in Washington ? 

Mr. Murray. That is right. 

Senator Corron. And then you went on to say just now 

Mr. Murray. That one reason for having that appeal is that the 
Federal Government usually doesn’t submit the rate and income regu- 
lation of investment, such as it has in the Alaskan Railroad, to be 
controlled by the local territory which is interested in that service. 

Then I ait attention that review by the Commission might—par- 
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ticularly where they agree with the conclusion of the board—would 
serve to allay suspicion that the board may be serving local interests 
at the expense of the Federal Government. 

Another departure from the terms of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission Act is that the bill makes special provisions for through routes 
and joint rates different from those in the States. 

In the States railroads and water carriers are required to establish 
through routes and joint rates with other railroads and with other 
water carriers. Motor carriers, on the other hand, may establish 
through routes and joint rates with other motor carriers or with rail- 
roads or water carriers, but they can’t be compelled to do so. 

Special provisions in this bill provide that any two carriers, whether 
rail, water, motor vehicle, operating in Alaska may be compelled to 
join in through routes and joint rates where they serve a common 
point. This seems to be necessary because of the smaller number of 
carriers, the great distances involved, and the urgent need for trans- 
portation in some instances. 

In addition, the bill provides that railroads operating in the States 
may be compelled to join in these through routes and joint rates with 
all types of carriers operating in Alaska where there is a water carrier 
connecting between the States and the Alaskan ports. 

A further departure from the Interstate Commerce Act is proposed 
by an amendment to section 22. This provision withdraws from com- 
mon carriers the privilege of giving free or reduced-rate transporta- 
tion to the Federal Government on Alaskan traffic. 

This exemption is applicable in normal times, but in times of war 
or national emergency free or reduced-rate transportation may be 
given to the Federal Government. The reason for this provision was 
that we understand that more than 50 percent of the traffic in this 
Territory is Government traffic, and it would possibly not be helpful 
to try to regulate and prevent destructive competitive practices by 
50 percent of the traffic being exempt from regulation. 

he bill makes another provision for the benefit of Alaska by 
amending section 28 of the Merchant Marine Act. This section pro- 
vides generally that foreign vessels may not participate in transporta- 
tion between points in the United States. An exception allows of 
certain vessels to participate in transportation between points in the 
States where the United States carriers have established through 
routes and joint rates with Canadian railroads and the goods are de- 
livered by the Canadian railroads to a subsidiary water carrier or to 
a connecting water carrier. 

Senator Corron. Are you referring—if you will pardon me—to the 
so-called Jones Act? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. 

Senator Corron. The Jones Act, which permitted Canadian carriers 
to carry between points in the United States and in certain circum- 
stances, beyond the United States, but excluded Alaska ? 

Mr. Murray. A specific provision in the bill states “exclusive of 
Alaska.” 

Senator Corron. And this bill that we now have before us would 
remove that exclusion ? 

Mr. Murray. It would remove it and change it to say “including 
Alaska.” 
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Senator Corron. That was the subject of several bills introduced 
in years past in an effort to remove that discrimination; is that right? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. 

Senator Corron. Thank you. 

Mr. Murray. An example would be a car of flour moving from 
Minneapolis over Canadian railroads to Vancouver, British Columbia, 
and might then move by Canadian vessel to Seattle or some other 
port. ‘That same car of flour couldn’t move from British Columbia 
to Alaska by Canadian vessel. 

The change proposed would place Alaska in the same status as the 
States, and would allow Canadian vessels to transport in the circum- 
stances mentioned. 

Another provision of the bill amends the Alaska Railroad Act to 
provide that the Alaska Railroad shall be subject to regulation the 
same as other railroads with respect to rates, service, and safety. 

This was thought to be necessary because the Alaska Railroad is 
the most important transportation agency in the Territory. If it 
were left out and its competitors were regulated, the attempt to regu- 
late might not prove practical. 

The bill contains a number of so-called grandfather clauses. The 
purpose of these provisions, as stated in the bill, are that motor 
carriers and water carriers, as well as freight forwarders operating 
into Alaska, or within Alaska on January 1, 1958, shall be issued a 
certificate of permit authorizing the continuance of the same opera- 
tions without proof of public convenience and necessity, evidence of 
fitness, willingness, and ability. 

Carriers who are engaged in such operations on the date the act 
becomes law, but who were not so engaged on January 1, 1957, would be 
required to make the necessary proof provided in the statute of public 
convenience and necessity, consistent with the public interests, but they 
would be permitted to continue their operations pending the consid- 
eration and determination of an application by the Alaska board or 
the Commisison. 

This date of January 1, 1957, is not selected for any particular 
reason. At the time the bill was drafted it seemed an appropriate 
date. It may be that since considerable time has elapsed, the com- 
mittee may wish to consider setting a different date, such as July 1, 
1957, or January 1, 1958. I only mention that casually. 

That is the general summary of the bill, but to understand what it 
involves, it is necessary to know something about the Interstate Com- 
merce Act. The act consists of four parts: First, the railroads, express 
companies, and pipelines; second, the motor carriers; third, the water 
carriers; and fourth, the freight forwarders. 

There is, however, a consistent pattern running through all four 
pom The act applies to common carriers by rail, water, motor ve- 
1icle, and freight forwarder. It also applies to express companies. 

Common carriers are those who hold out to transport for compen- 
sation for the general public. The act also applies to contract carriers 
by water or motor vehicle. A contract carrier by motor vehicle is one 
that is not a common carrier, but which transports for compensation 
under continuing contracts covering a period of time with one or a 
limited number of shippers or customers, and either (A) furnishes 
transportation through assignment of vehicles for the exclusive use of 
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each customer, or furnishes transportation services designed to meet 
the distinct needs of each customer. 

The contract carriers might be said to be a specialized type of service 
which generally is not furnished by common carriers. 

The act also applies to private carriers by motor vehicle. These are 
persons who transport their own property; those who transport prop- 
erty of others in the furtherance of a commercial enterprise other than 
transportation. 

Private carriers are subject only to regulation with respect to safety, 
hours of service, of deliveries, and standards of equipment. 

The act contains a number of exemptions of certain types of trans- 
portation. The motor carrier exemption, for example, includes the 
collection, delivery, and transfer services within terminal railroads, 
ny railroads, water carriers, motor carriers, and freight forwarders. 

his allows those types of carriers either to perform with their own 
vehicles or to hire a local drayman to perform collect and delivery 
service without having to obtain, or having the local drayman obtain 
a certificate from the Commission, but the service they perform for 
the line-haul carrier is regarded as a part of the service of the line- 
haul carrier, and it is responsible to the local drayman so far as the 
shipper is concerned. 
he act also exempts school buses, taxicabs, hotel vehicles, vehicles 
of agricultural marketing associations, vehicles used in transporting 
livestock, fish, or agricultural commodities, newspaper vehicles and 
motor transportation incidental to transportation by aircraft. 

It also exempts, until removed by the agency, transportation within 
local areas, such as the commercial zone of cities. The exemptions 
with respect to water carriers include vessels carrying not more than 
three bulk commodities, small craft of not more than 100 tons or not 
more than 1,500 horsepower, ferries and equipment of contractors. 

Freight forwarders are exempt to the extent they are shippers 
associations, and forwarders of agricultural commodities, fish, live- 
stock, and household goods. 

After the effective date of the act, no person may institute opera- 
tions as a common carrier by motor vehicle or water or as a freight 
forwarder unless he has applied to and obtained from the Commis- 
sion or the board a certificate. These certificates are issued upon evi- 
dence that the present or future public convenience and necessity re- 
quire the proposed service and that the applicant is fit, willing, and 
able to conduct the operation. Similarly, no person may institute 
operations as a contract carrier by water unless he has obtained a 
permit from the Commission or the board. 

Permits to operate as a contract carrier are issued upon proof that 
the proposed operation will be consistent with the public interest and 
the policy of the act and that the applicant is fit, willing, and able to 
conduct the operation. These requirements do not, of course, apply 
to operations within any of the mentioned exemptions, and persons 
in operations on the grandfather dates will receive certificates or per- 
mits without such proof. 

No operating authority is required of private carriers since they 
are subject only to safety and hours of service. The Interstate Com- 
merce Act provides for the regulation of rates, fares, and practices 
of common carriers. Such carriers are required to publish and file 
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with the board and with the Commission the rates which they hold 
out to the public. They are required to strictly observe these pub- 
lished rates. 

The Commission or the board, after hearing, may determine the 
lawful rate which a carrier shall put into effect and thereafter observe. 
Proposed changes in rates, if protested by other carriers or shippers, 
may be suspended if it appears that they would be unlawful if they 
should be allowed to become effective. 

Reparation on account of past unreasonable or unlawful rates may 
be awarded against railroads and against certain types of water 
carriers. Contract carriers by motor vehicle, are also required to file 
their actual minimum rates and they may not transport for less 
than those minimum rates. 

The Commission has, however, only minimum rate power over rates 
of contract carriers. Proposed reductions in contract carrier rates 
may be suspended if it appears that they would be unreasonable or 
otherwise unlawful. Pending this suspension, the board or the Com- 
mission may determine the lawfulness of the proposed rates. The 
maximum period for suspension is 7 months. After that the suspended 
rates will become effective unless, in the meantime, there has been a 
determination of the lawfulness, and they have found to be unlawful. 

The act requires common carriers and contract carriers to furnish 
evidence of insurance or other security for the protection of other 
users of the highway, and of passengers on busses. Insurance is not 
required, of course, of private carriers or so-called exempt carriers. 

Common carriers by motor vehicle also are required to provide cargo 
insurance for the protection of shippers. Under the regulation pre- 
scribed by the Commission, applicable to common carriers, shippers 
may prosecute claims for loss and damage directly against the insur- 
ance company. 

The act provides for the keeping of certain accounts and records 
by carriers and for the making of certain reports. These vary with the 
size of the carrier. Those having gross income of less than $1 million 
have very little requirements with respect to these matters. More 
elaborate requirements are applicable to carriers who have gross income 
exceeding $1 million. The principal report is an annual report. 

The act provides also for the transfer of certificates and permits. 
That is, they may be sold by one person to another subject to the ap- 
proval of the agency and a showing that the transferee is fit, willing, 
and able. Where one carrier is acquiring the rights of another, or is to 
apply control of another, more consideration is required in cases where 
the motor vehicles involved exceed 20. Where the number is 20 or less, 
the procedure is very simple and usually informal. 

Senator, I think that is probably enough of your time. 

Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr. Murray. 

I think perhaps counsel will have 1 or 2 points he will want to ask 

ou to bring out at this time, but you will be with us during the hear- 
ing so if we desire more information we can have it ? 
r. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. We appreciate that. 

Mr. Barton, have you any questions? 

Mr. Barron. One or two. 

What would your position be concerning traffic that originates from 
Chicago for movement to Fairbanks? 
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Mr. Murray. Well, if the shipment by rail to Seattle and water to 
Anchorage, and rail to Fairbanks, the Commission would have juris- 
diction over all the carriers participating in the movement. 

The same would be true if it moved by motor vehicle from Chicago 
to Seattle, and by motor vehicle from Anchorage to Fairbanks. In 
the latter case the Commission could not compel the carrier oper- 
ating from Chicago to Seattle to join the through rate, but it could 
compel the railroad operating between the same points to join the 
through rate. 

If the shipment moved from Chicago over the Alaskan Highway, 
to Alaska, the Commission would have jurisdiction over the service 
all the way through, despite the fact that a part of it is through 
Canada. 

The bill proposes that the Commission regulate at least the rates 
and service through Canada. It may be that Canada would have 
highway regulation and restrictions to apply to the carrier, but it 
is not believed that Canada would have any objection to the Federal 
Government regulating it, the through rates charged between two 
points in the United States. 

Senator Corron. May I interpolate a question on that point ? 

Mr. Barron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. Suppose this bill passed in approximately its 
present form, and in conforming to it, a panel or some “commission” — 
if you want to use the term—were created here in Alaska, the mem- 
bers of which would be Alaskans appointed by the Governor of 
Alaska and confirmed by the Alaska Senate? 

When you just answered Mr. Barton’s question about controlling 
and regulating it all along the line, the shipments from Chicago to 
Seattle to Anchorage to Fairbanks, do you mean that in this par- 
ticular instance the initial control would be in the hands of this board 
here in Alaska, subject to appeal ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir. The Alaskan board would have exclusive 
jurisdiction to service between points in Alaska. 

Senator Corron. They would have no jurisdiction on the gen- 
eral 

Mr. Murray. They wouldn’t have jurisdiction all the way through 
the States, or into the States. 

Senator Corron. I am thinking about merchandise and commodities 
being shipped to Alaska; even though the point of destination is 
Alaska, they wouldn’t assume any jurisdiction until it actually reached 
the first point in Alaska ? 

Mr. Murray. That is right. The Commission regulates that type 
of transportation between points in the States at the present time. 
Neither State regulates it, and it seems to be that the same pattern 
would be followed here. 

Senator Corron. You have no other situation at present with a 
subboard or subpanel—TI think you know what I mean, even though 
I am not using good technical language—at present in the structure of 
Interstate Commerce Commission, have you ? 

Mr. Murray. Well, the act provides for joint State boards. That 
is, if an operation involved transportation between two adjacent 
States, the matter of operating rights and one thing and another 
would be referred to a board composed of representatives of those 
two States, but they wouldn’t make a final decision proposed by the 
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Alaskan board, but they would merely make a proposed decision 
similar to that that would be made by an examiner. 

Senator Corron. Well, I don’t want to take any more time, but very 
briefly, will you explain to me what would be, under the bill, the 
mechanics of setting up rates, for instance, from goods coming from a 
point in the continental United States, such as Chicago, to Seattle, 
to Anchorage, to Fairbanks, if part of the rates were going to be set 
up by the Commission in Washington and part by the commission in 
slain ¢ Would there be some confusion ? 

Mr. Murray. I think not. The board would have jurisdiction over 
a rate to apply between Anchorage and Fairbanks, even though it 
was to apply on interstate and foreign commerce. 

But if the carriers joined together and published a through rate, a 
joint through rate from Chicago to Fairbanks, that wouldn’t be the 
exclusive province of the board. The Commission might refer it to 
the board for action and decision, but the act doesn’t require that they 
do so. 

Senator Corron. That is my point. Suppose that the carriers 
desired, or it was desired that they set up a rate from Chicago through 
to Fairbanks, what would be the procedure if this act were taken, that 
the Interstate Commerce Commission might handle the whole rate 
or it might delegate a part of it to the Alaskan board, or it might 
permit the Alaskan board to deputize itself to handle the whole rate? 

Mr. Morray. If these carriers got together and wished to establish 
such joint through rate on their own volition, all they would have to 
do is to publish and file a tariff with the board and the Commission. 

There would be no procedure or no action for the Commission or the 
board to take unless the rates were challenged as being unreasonable. 
If the question arose as to whether they should be compelled to estab- 
lish such through routes and joint rates, then that would be handled 
by the Commission and not by the board unless the Commission 
referred it to the board. 

Senator Corton. I shouldn’t take more time, but I want to get this 

oint clear. Suppose there is a complaint on the part of parties here 
in Alaska that the existing rates or established rates are unjust or 
unfair or discriminatory, and their complaint has to do with the ship- 
ment of merchandise? Using the same illustration, a through ship- 
ment by a through rate from Chicago through Seattle to Anchorage 
to Fairbanks, that complaint would be filed with the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission in Washington; right ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. Of course, in the mechanics of the thing, the 
Commission may set up some arrangement where they would be filed 
here. I don’t know just how the mechanics would operate. 

Senator Corron. It could be adjudicated. The primary responsi- 
bility would be the Commission’s in Washington, but they could 
delegate as they saw fit ? 

Mr. Morray. Yes. 

Senator Corton. To deal with that kind of situation ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. And if they held a hearing, no doubt the Com- 
mission would extend it to send an examiner to Alaska to hear the 
case, unless they asked the board to hear it. 

You see, if there are hearings to’ be held in the States, as well as in 
Alaska, and it involves many States, in addition to Alaska, there may 
be some objection in some cases to referring that to the Board. 
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Senator Corron. But under this act the Commission could do as it 
saw fit ? 
Mr. Murray. Yes. 
Senator Corron. Thank you. Excuse me for interrupting. 
Mr. Barton. Mr. Chairman, that is the main point to understand 
about the bill. 
I have no further questions of Mr. Murray. 
Senator Corron. [ didn’t mean to steal the ball from you. 
Mr. Barron. That is all right. 
Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr. Murray. 
Witness excused. ) 
enator Corron. The next witness is Mr. Volney F. Grace, trans- 
portation committee, Chamber of Commerce, Anchorage, Alaska. 


STATEMENT OF VOLNEY F. GRACE, TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE, 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 


Senator Corron. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Grace? 

Mr. Grace. No. 

Senator Corron. Do you want to go ahead orally ? 

Mr. Grace. That is right. 

Senator Corron. Proceed. 

Mr. Grace. My name is Volney F. Grace. I am president of V. F. 
Grace, Inc., a wholesale drug and sundry house. I am chairman of 
the transportation committee of the Anchorage Chamber of Commerce. 

We are ina very unfortunate position, which might be true of any 
such area. as ours in that we do not have any transportation experts, 
any people that are set up to practice before a board, or ICC practi- 
tioners other than those'that would be affiliated with one of the carriers, 
whose testimony might be prejudiced. 

The concensus of opinion of the chamber’s board of directors is that 
we favor regulation. Whether we want Interstate Commerce regu- 
lation, as aw shown here, or whether we want Alaska Transpor- 
tation Board, we are not too clear as yet. 

We would like to leave our testimony open so that we can file a writ- 
ten statement at a later date. 

Senator Corron. That is perfectly all right. You may do so and 
we will be me to have you file any statement you desire, 

I would like to make sure that I understand your position now. 
You mentioned the possibility that you favor regulation, but perhaps 
not by the Interstate Commerce Commission. Of course, if a dif- 
ferent. arrangement were made, or a different structure were set up 
and a purely Alaskan board were established, it would be like one 
of our State boards. 

Mr. Grace. That isright. 

Senator Corron. It could only control and regulate commerce be- 
tween points in Alaska, but the caimber as yet isn’t quite sure whether 
that is what you might prefer 

Mr. Grace. That is right. 

Senator Corron. Any questions? 

Mr. Barron. No questions; no, sir. 

Senator Corron. Thank you. We will be very glad to have you 
file 7 statement at. any time. These will be printed in about how 
long 
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Mr. Barton. Ordinarily we keep the record open a week after the 
hearing, but I thought in this case we might keep it open 2 weeks for 
these gentlemen to file their statements. 

Senator Corron. And if you haven’t made a determination of your 
position then, I am sure that the committee in Washington will be 
glad to receive your statement even after the record is closed and 
printed. 

Mr. Barton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Grace. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Corron. Thank you for appearing. 

Mr. Bill Stookey is next, from the Fuller Paint & Glass, Anchorage. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. STOOKEY, FULLER PAINT & GLASS CO., 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 


Mr. Srooxry. My name is William A. Stookey, manager of the 
Fuller Paint & Glass Co. 

I do not have a statement but I will submit it to you within the next 
week. I would like to go on record as favoring control of freight 
rates here in the Anchorage area. We have a commodity that is 
probably one of the hardest to haul. We receive a rate today, and 
tomorrow, after a breakage, we receive another rate. 

We have proof, which we will submit to this board, of a rate that 
has increased as high as 3 times from July 1955 to 1956, and 3 times 
since 1956 to 1957. 

Senator Corron. Excuse me, Mr. Stookey. Are you talking about 
railroad transportation, truck, or what ? 

Mr. Srooxey. I am speaking strictly now of highway transportation 
or motor vehicle. We have also received several raises in rates from 
the Alaska Railroad and of the Alaska Steamship Co. as well. Our 

roducts originate in the East, in Philadelphia, Ohio, and down in 
klahoma. 

Senator Corron. Didn’t you ever try buying it from New England ? 

Mr. Srooxey. Yes, sir; we have. I might say that that is one 
thing we are very seriously looking into, buying our products directly 
from Belgium, England, France, and Germany, and right at the 
present time we do receive some through our local office in the Seattle 
area, but we will be shipping, I am sure, on foreign boats directly 
through the Panama Canal to the Anchorage area. 

I would like to say at this time that we of the Fuller Paint & Glass 
are in favor of rate control because we feel that the amount. we spend 
every year in freight, which exceeds some $100,000, that we will have 
to have a rate expert to know where we are going from day to day. 

We feel that in an operation such as this that we have in Alaska, 
that is a little bit too much expense, and that every time we can cut 
the cost of material to here in the Anchorage area, we are able to pass 
it on to the general public as a whole. That is about all I have, but 
I will submit this statement to you. 

Senator Corron.. Are you familiar with the terms of the proposed 
Senate bill 1448 ? 

Mr. Stookey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. When you say that you desire regulation, do you 
mean that you would like to receive the type of regulation that this 
bill sets forth ? 
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Mr. Srooxry. I would. I feel that is right. I worked very close 
to this in the States and know that through the ICC we have filed many 
claims and have been very satisfied. 

Senator Corron. Thankyou. Any questions? 

Mr. Barnes. No questions. 

( Witness excused. ) 

Senator Corron. Mr. John Lloyd, general manager, Alaska Rail- 
road. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN LLOYD, GENERAL MANAGER OF THE ALASKA 
RAILROAD, ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 


Senator Corron. Do you desire to have this statement printed in 
the record? Are you going to more or less summarize it for us orally, 
or do you wish to read it ? 

Mr. Luoyp. I would rather read it, Senator. 

Senator Corron. That is perfectly all right. Goright ahead. 

Mr. Lioyp (reading): My name is John H. Lloyd. I am general 
manager of the Alaska Railroad. I was appointed to this post by 
the Secretary of the Interior August 16, 1956. 

I have with me Elbert Kunz, general freight traffic manager, and 
William Radke, assistant comptroller. These gentlemen will assist 
me in answering any questions which the committee might have. 

I would like to make a statement which indicates the views of the 
Alaska Railroad as they regard the proposed legislation covered by 
Senate bill S. 1448. A written statement was submitted to this com- 
mittee on October 11, 1955, setting forth in extensive detail the origin 
and purpose of the Alaska Railroad. For that reason, I have con- 
fined my statement to the subject matter of the proposed bill and to 
how it will affect the Alaska Railroad and, in my belief, the Territory 
of Alaska. 

It is my understanding the Interstate Commerce Commission pre- 
pared the proposed bill after a study which did not include visits by 
staff members of the Commission to Alaska. It appears, however, 
that the Commission was well aware of the unique characteristics 
of Alaskan transportation and, therefore, have provided for amend- 
ments to the Interstate Commerce Act. 

These amendments apparently are to deviate from a stateside 
pattern of regulation where the different conditions of Alaska’s trans- 
portation problem seem to require such deviation. It would be diffi- 
cult to devise a satisfactory bill regulating Alaskan transportation 
without a detailed knowledge of economic conditions, geographical 
locations, military aspects, and any number of other important func- 
tions that are so necessary to have when discussing transportation 
within the Territory. Some of the major difficulties of this bill seem 
related to the fact that no such field investigation was made. 

The Territory now has the authority through its legislature to regu- 
late intra-Alaska transportation insofar as such regulation does not 
conflict with Federal regulations and authority. I would be hesitant 
to recommend that the Territory surrender this authority. With the 
possibility of Alaska becoming a State, I would think it advisable for 
the State to create a public service commission or utility commis- 
sion to regulate rates, services, and other characteristics that would 
be their immediate obligation. 











ne EI LEED STN ATE AEDS 


ALASKAN TRANSPORTATION 29 


The Alaska Railroad certainly does not oppose regulation, whether 
it be Federal or Territorial. Some of the ‘Aledican pecularities could 
be corrected by such legislation; however, I fail to see where S. 1448 
sets up the machinery to properly correct the deficiencies if they are 
occurring. 

For the record, the Alaska General Railroad has not had a rate 
increase for some 10 years. There has been no commodity increases 
on or related products in a year. There may have been an increase 
as a result of a proportionate rate increase by a connecting carrier witb 
the railroad, but there have been no general rate increases by the 
railroad. 

The following are the objections of the Alaska Railroad, and thes 
objections are not necessarily those that would be forthcoming if the 
Department of Interior, who controls the railroad, were asked for 
their opinion. Senator, these are strictly mine: 

1. The bill does not appear to prohibit the unfair diminution of 
carrier revenues as its title suggests, and it is difficult to see how its 
provisions would directly or indirectly accomplish this purpose. The 
bill would deter or prevent competitive undercutting of rates, but for 
common carriers only. The contract carrier escapes regulation to the 
extent imposed on common carrier, and by regulating the common 
carrier to an extent greater than the contract carrier this bill would 
allow the contract carrier to be in an advantageous position. 

The largest diminution in carrier revenues among Alaska trans- 
portation has been the loss of approximately $314 million in 
petroleum revenues through the diversion by the military of oil ship- 
ments as a result of the Haines-Fairbanks pipeline. This pipeline 
is in effect a private carrier and, regardless of the fact that it is an 
operating entity of the armed services, its use has the same impact on 
other carriers in the Territory as would be obtained if the pipeline 
were an unregulated contract carrier. 

Nothing in the proposed bill shows an awareness of the serious 
nature of this type of problem, nor of the problem that would be 
posed should commercial petroleum be moved via this pipeline. 

The Military Sea Transport Service runs vessels to Alaska. The 
use of such vessels in conjunction with the local rates of intra-Alaska 
carriers appears to provide a means of moving large tonnages which 
are exempt from regulation by the proposed act. 

Further, the Military Sea Transport Service also makes contracts 
with commercial water carriers to provide space on a cubic-foot basis, 
free in and free out, with the Government providing the stevedoring 
and longshoring services. It would appear, therefore, that the pro- 
posed bill could provide the specter of a regulated water common 
carrier, plying between stateside ports and Alaska, handling two loads 
of identical cargo, the rates on one load regulated by the proposed 
act and the rates on the other load completely unregulated insofar 
as the provisions of this act are concerned. 

No one can deny that the rate situation in the past has been unreg- 
ulated. Nevertheless, the railroad and the trucking industry have 
grown from a very small operation to one of large proportions. , The 
trucking industry has played a large part in the Alaska transportation 
scene and does have inherent economies for certain kinds of traffic, but 
the proposed bill rests on the assumption, which the growth of the 
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trucking industry in Alaska disproves, that the Alaska Railroad, by its 
rate —- has unfairly diminished trucking industry revenues. 

2. The bill, by its title, is intended to prevent discrimination against 
communities by prohibiting the unfair diminution of carrier revenues. 
There is little indication in the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee report of July 25, 1956, wherein the ICC comments on the 
proposed bill, that there has been such discrimination, although if the 
condition does exist the bill could eliminate it. I have yet to see 
where such discrimination does exist. 

3. The proposed bill contains no recognition of the unique prob- 
lems of rate regulation which will arise from giving the ICC regula- 
tory power over another Federal agency—the Alaska Railroad. Title 
49, United States Code Annotated, section 16, paragraph 7, provides 
that it shall be the duty of every common carrier, its agents and em- 
ployees to comply with the orders of the Commission. 

Paragraph 8 of the same section provides for penalties upon the fail- 
ure of the carrier or officer to obey orders. Paragraph 9 of the same 
section requires that a suit will be brought in the name of the United 
States in the district where its carrier has its principal operating office, 
and paragraph 10 of the same section provides that various district 
attorneys under the direction of the Attorney General of the United 
States will prosecute for the recovery of forfeitures. 

Thus, as it apphes to the railroad, the Attorney General would be 
representing both the railroad and the Commission on the same matter. 

he Alaska Railroad has congressionally assigned functions to aid 
in the development of Alaska and to support the Alaskan Military es- 
tablishment. If the railroad could make a profit out of these cir- 
cumstances, and after due provision for all the cost, including interest 
and taxes, normal to private enterprise, no one would be more pleased 
than its present operators. However, the railroad must fulfill its con- 
gressionally assigned functions, whether or not a profit is made. 

The railroad is not free to make many decisions which would be 
made if profit were the only or the prime consideration. For example, 
the economics of the railbelt transportation will not support the two 
rail ports at Whittier and Seward. If the principal motive was one 
of profit making, one of these two ports would be closed. But the 
railroad must continue to operate them because Alaskan military re- 
quirements demand it. 

With little regard for these fundamental facts the proposed bill 
— a stateside pattern of rate regulation modified only by an 
ambiguous, because undefined, recognition that adjustments must be 
made in the light of conditions peculiar to Alaska. 

It is my conclusion that the Commission’s regulatory function un- 
der the proposed bill could not be carried out satisfactorily unless 
rate standards were spelled out which would fit the present and 
future conditions of Alaskan transportation, including the special 
characteristics and functions of the Alaska Railroad. 

_ 4. Section 6 amends part of section 22 by inclusion of that phrase 
i parentheses : 


(These provisions shall apply to the transportation of persons or the carriage, 
storage, or handling of property to, from, between, or at points in Alaska, only 
in time of war or national emergency declared by Congress or the President.) 
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As I interpret this change, the Alaska Railroad now finds that it 
can no longer quote reduced rates to governmental agencies. This is 
the same exception that the Association of American Railroads have 
been fighting to retain for many years. The high costs of construc- 
tion for the Federal Government in Alaska has been a matter of con- 
gressional concern; however, section 6 would prohibit the Federal 
Government from obtaining special quotations from common carriers 
for the movement of large quantities of freight—not only insofar as 
intra-Alaska movement is concerned, but also insofar as stateside 
common carriers handling such a shipment destined to Alaska are 
concerned. 

Because of the large volume of Government freight involved in 
this area, the railroad recognizes the reasoning behind such prohibi- 
tion in Alaska but questions the application to the movement beyond 
Alaska. Further, it appears that this prohibition restricts the com- 
mon carrier to a greater extent than the contract carrier. 

5. The proposed bill sets up an administrative authority, both 
Federal and Territorial, of a kind which would not be legally per- 
missible in any State. It does not give reasonable promise of regu- 
lating Alaskan rail, motor, and water transportation in terms of the 
most pressing needs of the Territory. 

The bill establishes an Alaska Transportation Board, appointed by 
the Governor of Alaska, and paid from Territorial funds, but which 
shall have “jurisdiction and authority under the Interstate Commerce 
Act equivalent to that of a division of the Commission.” 

The Board is given authority over transportation “between points 
in Alaska.” But there can be referred to it “any matter involving 
transportation between points in Alaska and points in the States and 
the District of Columbia.” The Board, thus, has mandatory author- 
ity over intraterritorial transportation and permissive authority over 
transportation to and from Alaska. 

Clearly the Interstate Commerce Commission here wished to bring 
about a kind of amalgamation of local and interstate jurisdiction. But 
the Board is not really a Territorial agency even with respect to intra- 
territorial transportation. For the Board is federally established and 
has the authority equivalent to a division of the Commission. Al] its 
decisions and orders are subject to reconsideration by the Commission 
itself. Thus the Commission may become involved in purely local 
transportation problems. 

On the other hand, with respect to interstate transportation, the 
Commission has the power to give Federal jurisdiction to a local 
Territorial authority. While the Interstate Commerce Commission 
might be unlikely to give the Alaska Transportation Board authority 
over a through-rate proceeding involving shipments from Chicago to 
Fairbanks, it seems strange that it should have the power to do so. 

P The proposed bill ignores the fact that Alaska may soon become 
a State. 

It is inconceivable that Alaska would become a State without having 
authority over intrastate transportation. The provisions of the pro- 
posed bill dealing with such transportation would thus be in conflict 
with such authority and would have to be amended. The Interstate 
Commerce Commission, in writing the proposel bill, is thus taking 
advantage of Alaska’s Territorial status to assume an authority for 
the Federal Government which is foreign to present concepts of Fed- 
eral-State relationships. : 
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7. The Alaska Railroad accounting system is now established on the 
basis of Government standards of business-type accounting. A good 
deal of money has been spent in changing the railroad’s accounts to 
this basis. The proposed bill states that— 
regulations having general application shall be uniform with respect to Alaska 
and the States. 

There is a saving clause which allows special or differing regulations 
where local conditions require. This means that, unless a showing is 
made to the contrary, stateside standards will apply. 

Under these provisions the Alaska Railroad has no way of knowing 
what will happen to its system of accounts and reports. It would 
seem likely that the present system would be abolished and Inter- 
state Commerce Commission accounts established. The Commission 
is accustomed to using accounting data in its rate procedures and 
might feel that stateside ratemaking standards could not be applied 
without accounting records available in stateside form. 

It is submitted that the Alaska Railroad should not be subject to 
this kind of uncertainty. Either its accounting and recordkeeping 
systems are appropriate and should remain, or they are inferior to 
Interstate Commerce Commission accounting and recordkeeping pro- 
cedures and should be changed. 

Investigation on this kind of point should be made before a bill to 
regulate Alaskan transportation is drafted and not afterward. Other- 
wise, the Interstate Commerce Commission is given what amounts to 
legislative power with the probability that standards of uniformity 
will be given more consideration than local conditions existing in 
Alaska in the determination as to how that power should be exercised. 

In its comments on the proposed bill the Commision stresses the fact 
that it will bring about— 

a large degree of uniformity between regulations applicable in the States and 
those applicable in Alaska. 

The bill, as it now stands, gives no consideration to agency relation- 
ships. It the railroad should come under ICC regulation with respect 
to accounting and reporting, to what extent would the railroad be 
permitted to modify ICC procedures in order to satisfy the require- 
ments of the Bureau of the Budget, the United States Treasury, the 
General Accounting Office, General Services Administration, the Civil 
Service Commission, and the Department of the Interior ? 

Under the bill’s provisions, would we have to keep two sets of books, 
thereby creating sdiditional reports? Unless we are exempted from the 
Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950 and the Federal 
Property and Administration Services Act of 1949, it would be difficult 
to continue operating the Alaska Railroad as it has been done in the 
past or to operate it as though it were privately owned. An incorpora- 
tion bill is now being written, and the ability to operate as a private 
entity may be forthcoming if the incorporation becomes a reality. 

8. Stateside railroads are not required to join with motor carriers 
in quoting and filing joint rates. This bill is asking the Alaska Rail- 
road to assume this obligation.. This may result in the eventual possi- 
bility of Congress having to appropriate moneys for the railroad’s 
continued operation. 

The Alaska Railroad is not adverse to equitable regulation of trans- 
portation agencies in Alaska, and I am sure that it is the desire of this 
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committee that such regulation be equitable. I feel equally confident 
that the bill, as presently proposed, falls far short of what is actually 
intended. 

The bill, in its final section, provides for a broad investigation of the 
lawfulness of rates, fares, and charges prevailing in Alaska rail, 
motor, and water transportation. It is suggested that the scope of such 
an investigation be enlarged and changed to an investigation of rates 
and charges, costs, and income and other features of Alaska, rail, 
motor, and water transportation agencies, with a view to determining 
the direction and form that regulation of these transportation agen- 
cies should take. 

I would think the proposed bill should be confined to authorizing an 
investigation, and legislation should be drafted only after the investi- 
gation has been completed. It may be that, after investigation, such 
a regulatory proposal would not be necessary. 

Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr. Lloyd. I think Mr. Barton has 
1 or 2 questions to ask you, and I think that, subject to the ruling 
of the Chair, who is about to take over, later in the day perhaps we 
might want to ask Mr. Murray to comment on some of the points you 
have raised, if you are still here at that time. 

I am very glad to announce that Senator Schoeppel, my senior, has 
arrived from Kansas, and from here in he is the boss of these hear- 
ings, and I will get back into my place where I belong and let you 
go ahead. 

Senator Scuorrren. I want to apologize somewhat to you gentle- 
men here attending these hearings because of being late this morn- 
ing. 

I am delighted, of course, to be here, and I am going to say to Sen- 
ator Cotton, you proceed with this morning and I will orient myself, 
and we will go from here on this afternoon. 

Senator Corron. Well, I am very glad to take any of the burden 
off your shoulders. You are probably late because you had to make 
a speech last night somewhere. 

enator Scuorprei. That is the first time I found out that at 2 
o’clock I am still in the morning, and yet it is afternoon by my watch. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Barton ¢ 

Mr. Barton. Mr. Lloyd, you state that the Territory has certain 
authority to regulate intraterritorial transportation within Alaska. 

To what extent has the Territory exercised that authority ? 

Mr. Luoyp. To my knowledge, Mr. Barton, they have recognized 
it only to the extent of setting up some safety standards for motor 
operation, and this recent legislation, I think they got into certificat- 
ing some of the motor carriers. 

Mr. Barron. There has been no regulation of rates, fares, and 
charges ¢ 

Mr. Luoyp. No, sir; there has not. 

Mr. Barton. There would be no conflict between the practice of the 
Territory and this bill in that respect ? 

Mr. Luoyp. I would think there would be a conflict if this bill were 
passed, and the Territory then saw fit to do something about it. 

Mr. Barton. I mean at the present time there would be no conflict? 

Mr. Lioyp. Organically, you are probably correct. 

Mr. Barton. You state that the bill doesn’t appear to prohibit un- 
fair diminution of carriers’ revenues. Do you not think the general 
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terms of the Interstate Commerce Act, with provision for fair and 

reasonable rates, would take care of the carriers in Alaska just as 

it takes care of carriers in the States at the present time ? 

“ Mr. Lioyp. I am not so sure it takes care of the railroads in the 
tates. 

Mr, Barron. But, to the extent that it does take care of the rail- 
roads in the States, it would take care of the carriers in Alaska? 

Mr. Liorp. To that extent. 

Mr. Barton. You mentioned, sir, that the contract carriers escape 
regulation to the extent imposed on common carriers. What addi- 
tional regulation would you have this bill include to regulate con- 
tract carriers? 

Mr. Luxoyp. I would think that S. 1448 should incorporate the 
amendments that have now been recently made, spelling out contract 
carriers. I suppose that this being added to the present ICC Act 
may include that. However, I don’t know. 

Mr. Barron. I think I can assure you, sir, it would. You state 
further, sir, that the proposed bill rests on the assumption which 
the growth of the trucking industry in Alaska disapproved the Alaska 
Railroad by its rate policies as unfairly diminishing trucking industry 
revenues. What part of the bill does that, sir? 

Mr. Lioyp. You mean what page, what paragraph ? 

Mr. Barron. Yes; what provision ¢ 

Mr. Lixoyp. I would have to read the bill over and note that. It 
is in there, though. 

Mr. Barron. If you will furnish that for the record, I will be 
grateful, and we will try to fix it up. 

You mentioned you knew of no discrimination being practiced 
in transportation in Alaska, ratewise; is that right? 

Mr. Lioyp. I said I know of no discrimination that the Alaska 
Railroad may be performing. I can’t tell you what a contract car- 
rier does. 

Mr. Barron. There may be other discriminations? There may 
be discrimination by other forms of transportation, may there not? 

Mr. Luoyp. There could be. However, I want to say that I 
wouldn’t say there is. 

Mr. Barton. Well, their rates aren’t published and available, so 
it is not easy to determine that right now, is it? 

Mr. Lioyp. Well, that has been true in the States, too. 

Mr. Barton. Beg pardon? 

Mr. Luoyp. That has been true in the States, also. It is my under- 
standing that, up until this most recent amendment, contract carriers 
only filed minimum. They did not file actual. 

Mr. Barron. That has been changed, though, and they now file 
actual rates, with one slight exception. But you couldn’t say there 
was no discrimination in rates within Alaska? 

Mr. Lion. I don’t know of any. 

Mr. Barron. But the rates aren’t published, in many cases, and 
it is hard to tell. 

Mr. Lioyp. Very difficult to tell; yes, sir. 

Mr. Barron. You mentioned that the bill, sir, was drawn without a 
field survey and without knowledge of economic conditions within 
Alaska. I take it you and your associates at the railroad are, by and 
large, familiar with these economic conditions within Alaska? 
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Mr. Luoyp. As far as we can be. We try to keep up with the eco- 
nomic conditions in Alaska. 

Mr. Barron. Are you prepared, sir, with the aid of your staff, to 
submit us specific changes in this bill that would make it more suit- 
able for the regulation of Alaskan transportation ? 

Mr. Luoyp. I would not think it a part of the Alaska Railroad’s 
conan to do it. However, if we were told to do it, we certainly 
would. 

Mr. Barron. Well, at the request of the committee you would be 
glad to cooperate ? 

Mr. Luoyp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barron. As far as section 22 goes, I believe that you agree 
that there is a large part of the transportation within Alaska, and 
from the States, or between the States and Alaska, that applies to the 
Federal Government ? 

Mr. Luoyp. Yes. 

Mr. Barton. The bulk of the transportation? What figure would 
you say applies? 

Mr. Luoyp. Not having access to the tonnages handled by trucks, 
and having figures only in the rail-belt area, I would assume that 
Mr. Murray’s statement of 50 percent Government control is approxi- 
mately correct. 

Mr. Barton. Would not, then, the granting of free or reduced rates 
to the Government without any regulatory control probably negate 
any effective regulation that would be imposed by the bill, or any 
other bill? 

Mr. Lioyrp. It would be difficult to leave out Government tonnage ; 

es, sir. 
: Mr. Barton. One more question, sir. You talk about the extent to 
which the ICC participates under this bill in the regulation of strictly 
intraterritorial traffic within Alaska. Would you be willing, or 
would the Alaska Railroad be willing, to have intraterritorial traffic 
within Alaska regulated strictly by local board ? 

Mr. Liorp. We would be, if it were legally permissible that a 
Territorial agency or a State agency could regulate a Federal entity. 

Mr. Barron. Assume that Congress chose to do that. You would 
prefer that, rather than having ICC regulation? 

Mr. Lioyp. Very much so. 

Mr. Barron. You would be willing to have ICC regulate the in- 
terstate and foreign commerce portion of the traffic, would you not? 
It doesn’t apply strictly within the Territory ? 

Mr. Lioyp. Not under the proposal as submitted, I would not, be- 
cause I think you are placing your stateside carriers in an undue posi- 
tion by insisting they can’t join in section 22 rates. 

Mr. Barron. A final question, sir, on the question of reports, ac- 
counting procedures, and so on. 

If the act were amended to make a reasonable provision for the 
Alaska Railroad to adapt its accounting procedures to its uses other 
than those of Interstate Commerce Commission, that would be agree- 
able or more palatable to you? 

Mr. Luoyp. As long as it didn’t cost me more money; yes, sir. 

Mr. Barton. Mr. Chairman, that is all I have. 
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Senator Corron. Thank you. I think Senator Schoeppel approves 
of the idea that perhaps we might have some comments on your ob- 
jections by Mr. Murray later in the day. 

Subject to that, we thank you and you are excused. 

Senator Scuorpren. Just a minute. I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. Lloyd, I am sorry I wasn’t here at the beginning of your. testi- 
mony, but I shall read it. Would you be in favor of inclusion of sec- 
tion 22 in this measure ? 

Mr. Lioyp. Well, I am, of course, very much in favor of retaining 
section 22 as it originally was written, as I feel that is the only way 
for a common carrier to be competitive with a contract carrier on 
governmental tonnage. 
~ Senator Scuorrre,. Thank you, sir. I wanted to have your views 
on it at this juncture. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

(Witness excused. ) 

Senator Corron. Mr. Fred Herzog, of the Permanente Cement Co. 


STATEMENT OF FRED HERZOG, PERMANENTE CEMENT CO. 


Senator Corron. Do you wish to file a statement ? 

Mr. Herzoc. No, sir. I am here principally as an interested ‘ob- 
server and as a part of the Alaska economy, since we supply construc- 
tion material for the Alaskan economy. 

I am available for any particular questions that the committee may 
wish to ask. 

Senator Corron. Do you have any questions, Mr. Barton ? 

Mr. Barton. Mr. Herzog, what are your comments on the present 
situation pertaining to transportation to fair and reasonable rates to 
Alaska ? 

Mr. Herzoc. Well, Mr. Barton 

Senator Corron. Perhaps you had better disregard the public ad- 
dress system until we get it corrected. 

Mr. Herzoc. We do not feel that we are in a position to make a 
statement one way or the other. As I mentioned, I am in attendance 
here to principally find out at first hand what the people in Alaska 
desired regarding their transportation picture. 

Mr. Barron. You have no feeling or comments on S. 1448 as ex- 
plained by Mr. Murray at the outset of the hearing? 

Mr. Herzoc. Not at this time, sir. Possibly we may wish to make 
a statement at a later time. 

Mr. Barron. You possibly may file a statement later with the com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Herzoa. Yes, possibly. 

Mr. Barton. Thank you. | 

Senator Scuorrret. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Herzog, 
would you mind having in the record at this point, what type of 
operation, transportationwise, does your company indulge in? 

Mr. Herzoc. We transport bulk cement from Seattle into Anchor- 
age by special bulk barges, which cement is pumped out similar to 
petroleum into storage silos, and packed and distributed by railroad 
to Fairbanks, along the rail belt, and by truck locally into this area, 
and some minor over-the-highway trucking. 
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Senator ScuorrreL. In otherwords, you have water transportation, 
you have rail transportation, and you have truck transportation ? 

Mr. Herzog. That is right, sir. 

Senator Scnorrret. With reference to your truck transportation, 
do you have contract carrier truckage or common carrier truckage ? 

Mr. Herzog. Well, since the trucking isn’t regulated here in Alaska, 
Tam notina position to say, sir. 

Senator ScnorrpeL. I was trying to get from you what kind of a 
picture your operation shows, as it might fit into the overall, within 
the structure of this kind of a bill, or ~ give the committee an oppor- 
tunity to try to relate the activities of some of you people who are in 
some of the industrial development up here within the framework of 
this bill. 

Maybe we can get that later from some of the other witnesses. 

Mr. Herzog. Our trucking operator possibly will make a statement, 
which is Weaver Bros. 

Mr. Barton. May I ask one more question, if you are through, 
Senator ? 

Senator Scuorpre.. Yes, I am through. 

Mr. Barron. Do you furnish any of your own transportation or is 
it all for hire? 

Mr. Herzoe. It’s all for hire, sir. 

Mr. Barton. Barges don’t belong to the Permanente Co., they be- 
long to a carrier ? 

Mr. Herzoe. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Barron. And the same is true of the trucks ? 

Mr. Herzoc. Yes. 

Mr. Barton. And, of course, the railroad ? 

Mr. Herzoc. Yes. Mr. Barton, I want to make that clear, that that 
is the movement from Seattle to Anchorage only that I am speaking 
of, and the distribution within Alaska. 

We do use our steamships for transportation of cement from Cali- 
fornia into Washington. I want to be clear on that point. 

Mr. Barron. When you say Washington, you mean Washington 
State ? 

Mr. Herzoa. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. Who does own and operate the barges? 

Mr. Herzoa. Foss Launch & Barge Co. 

Senator Corron. Thank you, sir. 

(Witness excused. ) 

Senator Corron. Stewart Durant, of the Matanuska Valley Co-op? 
He hasn’t arrived yet, apparently. 

Mr. Howard Weaver, of Weaver Bros. Trucking, Anchorage. 

Do you represent Mr. Howard Weaver? 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD IAMS, WEAVER BROS. TRUCKING, 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 


Mr. Iams. Yes. Dueto Mr. Weaver’s absence, we have no prepared 
statement, but the general consensus being in favor of regulation and 
to back up Mr. Herzog’s statement ; we are their prime carrier of their 
cement within Alaska. 
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We have recently published a tariff which has created somewhat of 
an argument in our own organization due to the fact that it is so recent 
no one knows how to interpret it, and it costs Permanente and our- 
selves, a time or two, by making a mistake, but we have within our- 
selves tried to regulate ourselves to a set price, and we do have a pub- 
lished tariff on cement. 

In that line we would like to have everyone have a published tariff 
of their rates and to conform to those rates and to stay with them. 

That is about it. 

Senator Corron. Are you familiar in general with the provisions of 
S. 1448? 

Mr. Iams. Just in a general form; yes, 

Senator Corron. Would you be in favor of the enactment of that 
bill in somewhat the same form that it is now presented ? 

Mr. Iams. As I said earlier, the company, or our company, is in 
favor of regulation. Exactly whether this bill will cover that specific 
regulation needed, that I couldn’t answer. I never went through the 
details of the bill myself enough to answer that properly. 

Senator Corron. Well, the type of regulation that you are particu- 
Jarly interested in is the ‘publicity to be given rate schedules; is that 


right 

Mr. Iams. Yes; a published tariff controlled by a board of some 
type, whether the Interstate Commerce Commission would be the 
board, or as mentioned by Mr. Lloyd, maybe it would be a conflict be- 
tween a local board and an Interstate Commerce board. That I 
couldn’t answer. 

Senator Corron. Well, I gather from your statement that you are 
desirous of that because of some inconvenience or hardship that you 
feel you are laboring under in the absence of regulation ; is that right? 

Mr. Iams. Mainly due to no control of rates. 

Senator Corron. Well, I would like to get clear in my mind, would 
you care to be a little more specific? Give me an example of what the 
situation is that you find oppressive under present unregulated condi- 
tions ? 

Mr. Iams. Well, control, for instance, of freight through Valdez, 
which hasn’t hardly been touched on here. We are hauling for a 
consignee at a certain price, and a contract carrier, or as we in the 
vernacular call a “gyppo” comes along and cuts that price, and with 
no one controlling any rate, that price can go down to where no one 
can make a profit of any kind from that particular haul. 

Senator Corron. In other words, that is the same situation we had 
stateside before the establishment of regulation ? 

Mr. Iams. That is right. 

Senator ScHorrret. Mr. Iams, you transport petroleum products as 
well as handling some matters for Mr. Herzog’s company ? 

Mr. Iams. Yes. 

Senator ScHorpret. Do you feel that—and I ask this because you 
indicate that you are for some reasonable, practical type of regula- 
tion—do you feel that having, say, some measure such as this, or in 
amended form or this form, that would provide a medium for orderly 
regulation in cleaning up some of the difficult situations that you find 
are confronting you at the present time? 

Mr. Iams. Yes. 
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Senator ScHorrret. Do you have a feeling, or is there a feelin 
generally, if you know, that some type of orderly regulation woul 
increase rates generally ¢ 

Mr. Iams. On an increase, I hesitate to answer. That is not our 
prime objective. It’s to keep them from going down, I will say it 
that way. 

Senator Scnorrrer. What you are interested in is some orderly 
type of regulation that is compensatory and that is not getting the 
industry into a chaotic financial situation ? 

Mr. Iams. Right. 

Senator Scnoerret. And to that extent you think that some orderly 
peer that could be established and maintained would be bene- 

cial all the way around ? 

Mr. Iams. Yes. And Senator, to mention that on the petition, we 
also have a dry freight division of the company known as James 
Burke Co., which was a merger or purchase approximately 3 years ago, 
which puts us into the field of transporting military commodities, 
contractors, freight, and petroleum. 

Senator Scnorrret. How extensive are your operations with refer- 
ence to the reasonable areas here in the Territory ? 

Mr. Iams. Our main operations intra-Alaska, and we would have 
even a small connecting water carrier—that is we do have. Stateside 
is a portion, but I would say 50 percent is through stateside and also 
intra-Alaska. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Barton ? 

Mr. Barton. Mr. Chairman, I don’t believe I have any questions. 

Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr. Iams. 

Senator Scuorrret. Thank you. 

( Witness excused. ) 

Senator Scnoerret. The list handed to me is for Mr. G. W. Kelly, 
Sears, Roebuck, of Seattle, to be next. 


STATEMENT OF G. W. KELLY, SEARS, ROEBUCK, SEATTLE, WASH. 


Senator Corron. Do you havea written statement ? 

Mr. Ketxiy. Well, I have a rather short statement. 

Senator Scuorrret. I am going to leave it to you. You proceed in 
your own manner, however you want to, sir. 

Mr. Kexiy. With your permission, I will give one copy to the 
recording secretary here. 

In representing Sears, Roebuck & Co., we actually are taking no 
position in these proceedings and will be governed, of course, by the 
majority decision. 

There are some advantages to regulation. 

1. The ICC has an excellent reputation, is dependable, and will 
review any decisions when they think a review is in order. 

2. Regulation by the Commission would result in sound financial 
carriers ; also make it mandatory that fair competition be predominant 
as the rates would have to be published. 

3. There would be protection for the shippers in the fact that their 
c. d.’s would be protected or the carrier would lose his franchise 
rights. 

4. There would be a fair return for the service performed and it 
would be comparable and used as a precedence as time went on to 
related services and movements. 
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DISADVANTAGES 

1. Certain rules of practices must be conformed to. 

2. Hearings must held and decisions often times take many 
months. 


3. These factors are costly and slow but usually produce a sound 
transportation system which has been found to be necessary for many 
years within the States. 

4. We are primarily interested in our customers and whatever their 
desires are relative to this subject will be our desires. 

That concludes my statement, sir. 

Senator Scuorrret. Do you have any questions? 

Senator Corron. No questions. 

Senator ScHorrrex. Can you give us for the record a brief rundown 
as to what type of transportation you use generally that meets your 
requirements, the standards of your company here? 

Mr. Ketuy. Well, at the present time we use all forms, air, water, 
rail, and truck. 

Senator Scuorrret. Which predominates, of the four? 

Mr. Ketiy. Well, I believe the water-rail combination probably is 
a bit strong. Its rather difficult for me to give you a real accurate 
answer. 

Senator Scuorrre.. Just a general answer. I want to get into the 
record for my own benefit a kind of picture of how your operations 
fit into the transportation categories. 

Mr. Ketiy. May I answer it this way? I believe 50 percent of our 
volume would be water or water-rail involved, and the other 50 per- 
cent would be water, rail, and truck-barge involved. 

Senator Scuorrret. Do you use in your operation any of your com- 
pany wholly owned transportation, other than local transportation ? 

Mr. Ketry. Only within the city limits of the larger towns, and 
then to a very minimum degree. Most all of our usage, I believe, is 
the common carrier or the carrier serving the customer in the indi- 
vidual area in Alaska today. 

Senator Scuorpren. Do you generally find, and do you personally 
feel that locally, within this Territory, and certainly here as an im- 
portant section of the Territory, that the people here, representative 
of a great business concern as a part of this community and this Ter- 
ritory—do you feel that there is a general feeling that there ought to 
be some local situs established here to handle these matters subject to 
review or appeal in the States? 

Mr. Ketrty. No. We haven’t had too many letters or communica- 
tions relative to that subject, but we do have this problem. 

For example, quite a number of our customers live in areas that 
are not easily serviced, and, for example, shipments moving via Sew- 
ard to points on the peninsula, and shipments moving via Valdez to 
points in the interior, and when they do not specify the carrier or 
rate structures are not published, we are handicapped in making 
shipments to them. 

We don’t know the service equation of the carrier; we don’t always 
know the status as to the carrier financially ; we don’t know as to kinds 
of service, schedules of services, and in some instances—these instances 
I am mentioning have been a problem to us—we don’t know what the 
rate structures are. 
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There are some carriers, for example, who operate out of Seward 
and then again they discontinue operations. We are routing ship- 
ments occasionally via carriers that have not found it suitable to stay 
in business. 

My major interest is to get the merchandise to the Alaska customer 
as quick as possible, at the lowest cost via the most dependable carrier. 

Senator Scnorrret. Then it would seem to follow that what you 
would have to have is a type of regulation or supervision, and a type 
of rates established that could provide dependable service of a continu- 
ing nature and if that is the case, do you not think that some type of 
orderly regulation would help do just that very thing? 

Mr. Ketiy. Yes, with one exception, and that is my lack of knowl- 
edge as to what would happen to the rate structures to points on the 
railroad. 

In other words, after listening to Mr. Lloyd, if I interpreted his re- 
marks correctly, if the railroad is forced to increase their rates sub- 
stantially, then the Alaska customer would be forced to pay more 
money, and that is the only factor that I am not sure about. 

Senator Scnorrrer. Well, I appreciate having your views on that. 

Senator Corron. One thing came to my mind. This is off the 
record, 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Corron. Do you have occasion to send merchandise to 
some of the rather remote areas in Alaska ? 

Mr. Ketiy. Did I say remote? 

Senator Corron. No; I said it. You do send in various parts of 
Alaska 

Mr. Ketiy. Everywhere. 

Senator Corron. If some form of regulation such as is suggested 
in 1448 were adopted, even with a board created, a board in Alaska, 
there would be considerable difficulty in following through and en- 
forcing these provisions and keeping check on these so-called—I was 
going to say “fly by night,” but I don’t mean that—these carriers that 
are in business today and then you referred to them as getting out of 
business—to the more remote parts, wouldn’t it ? 

Mr. Ketry. I imagine the regular annual report would have to be 
filed by all carriers to the Commission as it is done in the States, and 
I imagine, too, that when their financial situation became, should we 
say, vulnerable, that in many instances it would be discovered. In 
other instances, it would not. 

Senator Corron. What I am trying to get at—and I am not saying 
this in any way hostile to the bill, but it occurred to me that this 
matter of assuring you of more reliability when you are trying to 
send merchandise to a customer outside of Anchorage, and outside of 
some of the centers, even if this bill passed, you still couldn’t be at all 
times protected against trying to send them by a carrier out of 
business. 

It would be quite a task, even if this bill were passed, to give you 
the kind of infioknaticn in all cases that you need for a free ship- 
ment of your merchandise, wouldn’t it ? 

Mr. Ketry. That is correct. 

Mr. Barton. Just one question, Mr. Chairman. 
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Would you prefer, sir, if this regulation comes about, to use con- 
tractor common motor carriers within Alaska ¢ 

Mr. Keury. Well, frankly, sir, we use very little contract carriers 
any where. 

r. Barron. That is true within the States? 

Mr. Ketty. Yes, sir. The reason for it is we are shipping general 
commodities. The only contract carriers that we use are for delivery 
of merchandise within metropolitan areas, and then that is in con- 
formity with the statutes of the State in which we operate. 

My mailing address is 2465 Utah Avenue, Sears Roebuck & Co., 
Seattle 4, Wash. 

Senator Scuorrren. Let the record show we will recess the hearing 
until 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, a recess was taken until 2 o’clock p. m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The committee resumed pursuant to recess, at 2 o’clock p. m., Sen- 
ator Schoeppel presiding.) 

Senator Scuorrren. Let’s come to order, gentlemen. 

I believe the first witness this afternoon as Jack Anderson, of 
Thomas Anderson Transportation Co. 


STATEMENT OF JACK ANDERSON, THOMAS ANDERSON 
TRANSPORTATION, ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 


Mr. Anperson. Well, Senator Schoeppel and Senator Cotton, my 
presentation here is necessarily brief. 

First, on behalf of my previous testimony before the committee, I 
have had an opportunity to see some of the activities of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in their recent export-import case as applied 
to Alaska, that was held before the Commission, and as I guess is 
historically true of the Commission, they ruled in behalf of the rail- 
roads and the discriminatory rate structure of the transcontinental 
railroads as applied to Alaska still continues to apply. 

To me that only points up the necessity for some sort of a com- 
mission or a ratemaking body in the Territory to give the commu- 
nities and the citizens, and your chamber representatives, or trans- 
portation companies, an opportunity to appeal rates and rate 
structures. 

The jurisdiction, of course, is presently under the Federal Mari- 
time Board, and the mechanics for Appealing to the Maritime Board 
are virtually impossible to comply with for the Alaskan cities or 
Alaskan communities. 

I don’t know enough about the Interstate Commerce Commission 
to qualify as to the benefits that could be applied to the Territory, nor 
functions of it, but of course we were greatly disappointed. 

Mr. Barron. Mr. Chairman, pardon me. For the record, I think 
I should point out that he refers to ICC Docket No. 31755, United 
States v. Great Northern Railroad, in which General Services Admin- 
istration asked that the export-import rates and the rates to Alaska 
on railroads in the United States be placed on the same basis. 

The division of the Commission held that the rates were lawful and 
no change was required, but the case is not yet finished. There is a 
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petition for reconsidering, or rehearing, that has been filed and defend- 
ants have replied to that petition. What action the Commission will 
take in reconsidering the case, I do not know, but it is not yet finished. 

Senator Scuorpre.. I had understood the matter was still in liti- 
gation, and frankly, I hadn’t followed it just previous to this hear- 
ing, but that was the information I had had on it in checking into 
some of the ramifications of that very question that you have raised. 

For the benefit of the record, would you give us a brief rundown 
about the extent of your operations and how you operate and over 
what areas here ? 

Mr. Anperson. Well, from the standpoint of transportation, mine 
is a Very minor operation in the Alaskan picture in the fact that we 
handle and process most of the air freight that comes into the 
Anchorage area from the airport into town. 

We at one time had an over-the-road operation in the Territory, 
and we weren’t adequately capitalized, as you must be to operate in 
Alaska, and because of the instability of the rates it is virtually 
impossible for a small operator to capitalize himself to get into the 
over-the-road trucking service in the Territory. 

Senator Scuorrret. Mr. Anderson, have you in a general way 
checked this proposed bill ? 

Mr. Anvrerson, Well, Senator, to answer your question, I have read 
the bill and been in on several discussions. I was at a hearing before 
the Seattle Chamber of Commerce on the bill, at which considerable 
testimony was offered by the traffic consultant to the Alaska commit- 
tee of the Seattle chamber. 

At that time I represented the All-Alaska Chamber of Commerce, 
too, more as an observer to hear the viewpoints of the Seattle people 
on the bill. I have been in transportation for 19 years in chs 
both in waterborne commerce—and I was employed for 5 years with 
the Alaska Railroad—and in my own small trucking operations. 

I think from an emotional standpoint it is easy to be in favor of 
Interstate Commerce Commission jurisdiction in the Territory of 
Alaska. On the other hand, if you look at it from a States rights 
point of view, we have no transportation commission as such in the 
Territory, and it occurs to me that if the Congress were to establish a 
transportation commission, as it is suggested in the bill, which would 
be representative of the Interior Department and the Territory and 
the people—as long as we don’t have statehood, we don’t have any 
representation—to sit in on the construction of these rates, and it 
could in effect accomplish what we are trying to do in the bill. 

Senator Scuorrre.. Do you feel that with some type of orderly 
regulation, say, if this measure is passed, you would find that the rate 
structures would tend to stabilize and it would strengthen the orderly 
approach to some of the difficulties that you are now encountering as 
have been heretofore testified to? 

Mr. Anverson. Yes; I think it would. 

Senator Scnorrren. Senator Cotton? 

Senator Corron. No questions, thank you. 

Senator Scnorrret. Mr. Barton? 

Mr. Barton. No questions. Thank-you very much. 

Mr. Anperson. I have one other matter of record which I would 
like to insert, Senator. 

Senator Scuorpret. Feel free to do so. 
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Mr. Anperson. Governor Stepovich talked to me on the phone on 
Friday with regard to some information that the Alaska Develop- 
ment Board had, and with your permission I would like to leave 
the record open for a presentation by Al Anderson, chairman of the 
Alaska Development Board, which will consist of some material from 
the Jones report; that was a transportation study of the Territory. 

I told him on the phone just before lunch that I would ask that 
the record keep open for this report, and that would be mailed 
directly to the committee at Washington. 

Senator Scnorrren. Let the record show that we will be very happy 
to have that report. 

As a matter of fact, I desire to announce now—I do not know 
whether Senator Cotton announced it before—but when we finally 
close these hearings, or before we close the hearings, let the record 
show that the record here will be kept open for the filing of some 
additional statements and supplemental matters thereto, such as you 
have mentioned here, Mr. Anderson, for a reasonable length of time. 

Thank you very much. 

( Witness excused. ) 

Senator Scnorrret. Unless before the hearing closes some other 
good reason develops, I think it would be in perfect order and in 
keeping with the opportunity of all parties to submit into the record 
such additional matters, and I wool say that we would hold the 
record open not to exceed 30 days from the date of the closing of 
these hearings for additional supplemental matters to be filed. 

I think the next gentleman desiring to be heard is Frederick J. 
Lordan. We will be glad to hear you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF FREDERICK J. LORDAN, WESTERN CONFERENCE 
OF TEAMSTERS, SEATTLE, WASH. 


Mr. Lorpan. My name is Frederick J. Jordan, and I am an 
attorney in Seattle, Wash. 

I guess oes if I could be classified, I am a transportation at- 
torney. I have been engaged since 1935 in either representing as the 
examiner or assistant attorney general, and then subsequently as a 

rivate practitioner in the representation of clients and carriers before 
Vashington Public Service Commission and the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

Among my clients with relation to this matter is the Western Con- 
ference of Teamsters. I want to call to the attention of the commit- 
tee, first—and the Senators that are here—that I appear before this 
committee, and appeared before Senator Magnuson and Senator 
Schoeppel and called attention to some of the practices that were 
going on in Alaska transportation at your hearing 2 years ago this 
month. 

I am not going to repeat that testimony, but the record will show. 
It is on page 97 to page 107 of the record that has previously been 
printed with relation to this hearing. 

At that time I appeared before the committee and produced as 
exhibits some of the discriminatory rate practices that were going 
on between the various types of carriage up here, and this was ex- 
plained in colloquy between Frank Pellegrini, who was counsel of 
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the committee, and myself, as to the various gaps that there were in 
relation to the laws. 

In other words, the only transportation to Alaska that is subject to 
any type of regulation is the water transportation between Seattle 
and Alaska ports, and subject to the Maritime Commission. None 
of the transportation by truck is subject to regulation by anybody, 
either to or from Alaska. The Alaska Railroad is not subject to any 
regulation except its own, and none of the intraterritorial transpor- 
tation in Alaska. 

I first want to comment on the fact that I presented at that time 
some of the tariffs that indicated, on behalf of the Alaska Railroad 
and other carriers, the violent rate controversies that existed at that 
particular time. 

Senator Scuorrrer. If I remember correctly, you pointed out for 
us at that time some of the glaring discrepancies that were being 
practiced and developed ? 

Mr. Lorpan. That is right, Senator Schoeppel, and I further 
showed—I think the tariffs themselves show, and they are in this 
record as an exhibit, before this committee—that there were a great 
many rate changes made, and they affected certain territories in 
Alaska and they did not effect other territories in Alaska, and that 
the reason, in my judgment, why they didn’t affect other territories 
in Alaska is because there was truck transport ation to certain terri- 
tories and there was not to other territories 

My clients have long taken a very firm position with relation to 
regulation. In the first place, when carriers are subject to regula- 
tion, as Mr. Murray, from the Interstate Commerce Commission, very 
carefully brought out this morning, the safety regulations of the 

varrier, the drivers, the hours of service, and everything else, are 
subject to regulation and control, even among private carriers 
throughout the entire United States. 

So that is of great benefit to the people who drive these 
vehicles, and I think, if there is one thing that Congress has done, 
it is insist on being in all these transportation acts, whether they 
are rail acts, water. acts, or highway acts, and they have put pro- 
visions in there which give these regulatory bodies, or somebody sub- 
ject to congressional control, give ‘them jurisdiction over the hours 
and safety and driving conditions and working conditions of the 
people in whatever branch of tr ansportation it is. 

They do that with relation to air, through the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, or Civil Aeronautics Authority, through the Maritime Trans- 
portation, through the Railroad S Safety Acts, ‘and they do it with the 
Railroad Retirement Board and with the Interstate Commerce Act 
when it comes to motor-freight carriers. 

I want to scotch at the outset any implication that might be in this 
record, or implied from anybody’s testimony, with relation to the 
fact that this matter has not hurriedly been taken care of by this com- 
mittee. I just want to record a little history in connection with this 
matter. 

The matter was brought before this committee, and various carriers 
came before this committee in its Alaska hearings and testified with 
relation to the rate discrepancies. They testified with relation to the 
lack of safety conditions; they testified with relation to difficult 
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operating conditions; and they testified with relation to the hazards of 
transportation in Alaska. 

What did this committee do after it got charge of that particular 
matter? It didn’t rush back to Washington and pass a bill in any 
hurried fashion in connection with the matter. It studied the matter 
before your committee, to my personal knowledge, for approximately 
a year, and then it took at least an unprecedented step, but, I think, 
perhaps the wisest step that could have been taken. 

I do not believe, even though I had testified in front of the com- 
mittee, that the committee was sufficiently informed by expert advice 
to pass intelligently on the matter, and I thought some sort of a survey, 
some sort of an analysis by—not participants in this controversy, not 
by people who are affected by it, not by either the railroads or the 
trucking company, the steamship companies, or anyone else—but by 
somebody who is an expert in transportation. 

So I talked to Senator Magnuson in connection with this matter in 
the spring of 1956 after you had heard the hearings here in October 
of 1955. He told me he was going to take the matter up with the com- 
mittee; no bill had yet been introduced, but that the hearings had been 
held, documents had been received, and you had held hearings up and 
down the Pacific coast as far as San Digeo in relation to these trans- 
portation problems, and many other related problems had come before 
the Senate and Interstate Commerce Commission with relation to 
problems all up and down the coast. 

It was finally decided by the committee that they themselves, ought 
to have a complete factual study, recommendation, analysis of this 
problem by somebody who would be well qualified to make such a study 
and who would be beyond the bounds of any controversy in connection 
with it. 

So the Interstate Commerce Commission was selected by your com- 
mittee in a special resolution that was directed by your committee to 
make a study and analysis of this entire transportation problem. That 
took some considerable months, if not approximately a year, to conduct 
that investigation. 

It was considered, I know, by Senator Magnuson, because I heard 
him make a speech about it, that he considers the Interstate Commerce 
Commission—it is created by Congress—an arm of the legislative 
branch, performs legislative functions, and it is well qualified—in 
fact, I don’t know who else to go to. I don’t know anybody else in the 
whole world that you could go to where you could find the body of 
transportation experts that have been operating since 1887 with 
relation to the matter. 

So the matter was taken up by the committee, passed on by the 
Commission, and a special committee was appointed. Mr. Murray 
was counsel for the special committee, and they made an analysis of 
what their transportation situation was in Alaska, and it is with rela- 
tion to 2 or 3 of those particular matters that I want to comment. 

In the first place, I want to say, on behalf of my own client, that we 
are firmly convinced that we will never have order out of chaos that 
exists with relation to transportation in Alaska until we have some 
type of regulation. We can all sit here for 3 weeks and argue about 
what is the best kind, and the minor discrepancies that might exist 
with relation to this bill, but what did the ICC recommend, when we 
get right down to it? 
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This is a Territory and it has peculiar transportation problems and 
therefore needs a specific, particular, peculiar type of regulation with 
relation to it. You have the question of conflicting jurisdiction. I 
think it would be a horrible mistake to have the Maritime Commission, 
with jurisdiction over the water to Alaska, and then some other kind 
of a commission, either in the States or up here, with some competing 
type of regulation. 

If you are going to have regulation, I think the history of regula- 
tion in the States through the various public service commissions, 
through the 48 States, has proved it has to be in the Public Service 
Commission with relation to that particular matter. 

But first, with relation to Alaska, it took up this problem and recog- 
nized that Alaska was a Territory ; whether it has or has not the power 
to find out whether a Territory can regulate adequately, transporta- 
tion within its territory is a fine, legal point. 

But the setup, the machinery in this thing by this Alaska board, 
whereby when you do get to the point of having statehood in Alaska, 
such a commission having been previously worked upon—having pre- 
viously been created by an act of Congress to act upon the problem, can 
readily be transferred or reconverted into a public service commission 
in Alaska. 

That is the first thing they did, and I think that is a very wise 
thing for the Commission to take firmly into account. They varied 
their pattern with relation to this type of relationship with the 48 
States by full recognition that you would have better acceptance 
up here, that it would be more easily convertible into a type of regula- 
tion that would ultimately suit the needs of a State rather than a Ter- 
ritory. 

The second recommendation, that there be a transferral of the 
maritime jurisdiction over the water transportation between here 
and the United States, and be transferred from the Maritime Com- 
mission to the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

I think that is wise for the reason I spoke of a moment ago, and 
that you would always have conflict between the two types of hear- 
ings, and would have different hearing dates with relation to it. It 
would be a silly thing, it seems to me, in a shipment involving large 
commodity or heavy movement from the Midwest, we will say, to 
the Pacific seaboard under the ICC, then water transportation from 
United States ports to Alaska, subject to the Maritime Commission 
and then interterritorial transportation in interstate commerce 
within the Territory subject to some third type of regulation. 

So wherever Congress determines it ought to be, I think it is Con- 
gress’ own, prime responsibility, but I think it ought to be in one 
place, because after all, the movement of goods to Alaska starts in 
the United States, and it moves to the Pacific coast seaboard and then 
it moves by water up here, and then it moves by land to some ultimate 
destination in Alaska. 

We are convinced, and we are very firmly of the opinion, and I 
have appeared in a great many proceedings before the ICC, before 
Congress, before the public service commissions in the 11 Western 
States, that we never have, never will have a stable transportation 
business until it is adequately regulated, until you have the service 
regulated, until you have the carrier with some type of permit or 
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authority to permit him and authorize him to operate under, and in 
which he knows that if he fails to provide this service or fails to 
abide by the rates, then he is going to be subject to the loss of some 
investment with relation to the matter. 

The other things that I think has been brough out very firmly 
in the testimony that the Interstate Commerce Commission recognizes 
and hence recommends—and they are not here pounding the tambour- 
ine, I would take it, for any more additional jurisdiction with relation 
to this problem because I would imagine this would be somewhat of 
an additional burden to them, but they recognize that there should 
be regulation, and this is the type of regulation that we think would 
probably be the most effective with relation to the matter. 

They recognize that this section 22, which has been a subject of 
controversy before Congress a long time, as to whether or not the 
ordinary shipper should, in effect, subsidize the movement of military 
or Government cargo throughout the entire United States—it is in 
effect throughout the United States, but the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, a least, has been consistent about it because it has long 
since in its annual report to Congress recognized or recommended to 
Congress that that be eliminated because it makes regulation very 
difficult and ineffective. 

If we take the simple example of regulating the sale of goods in a 
supermarket, and we regulate the sale of half of the goods, but we 
would not be able to regulate the sale of the other half of the goods 
in connection with it, it would make the regulation a farce and in- 
effective, and we think with transportation in Alaska, being at least 
close to 50 percent military and 50 percent civilian, that the first 
thing is that civilian cargo shouldn’t be required to subsidize, if it 
requires a subsidy, because there is no question about the reduction 
of rates. They just quote them out of hand on all classes of traffic, 
truck transportation, water transportation and everything else with 
relation to that problem. 

So I think the ICC wisely said to Congress, we think you ought to 
give consideration, because of the Alaska class and caliber and percent 
of traffic that is military or Government traffic, that you ought to give 
consideration to the elimination of that on Alaska traffic because of 
the peculiarities of transportation here. 

There is no question about it, and the testimony of not only myself 
and a great many other people has indicated to this committee, and 
I think at least has raised a suspicion in their minds, that there has 
been violent rate and service wars between the various classes of 
transportation up here. 

There was in the United States, too, in all States, that I know any- 
thing about, and until we got trucks under regulation in 1935, why, 
we had the railroads screaming their heads off with relation to it, that 
we have another class of traffic here that is going unregulated, and 
so on. 

We think there are matters that Congress perhaps should give 
serious consideration to. I think of two that I think would be vital 
to the local area. 

The first one is whether or not the dates selected or suggested by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission—and I have no criticism of them— 
with relation to the grandfather certificates, whether or not it should 
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be January 1, 1957, or January 1, 1958. I don’t know whether it 
should be, but I think Congress, whenever it gets around to the serious 
consideration of this bill, should give adequate consideration to the 
people who have already made their investment, come up here and 
operated their equipment, and are attempting to build a business with 
relation to that transportation. 

I think they ought to blanket those sorts of people in without the 
requirement of proof before the Commission oi anything else except 
the fact that they have operated in connection with the matter. 

The second idea is my own, and I am not departing, I don’t think, 
too much from the ICC, but I am very firmly of this opinion. I sat 
through as an examiner of the Western Public Service Commission 
and as a joint-board member with relation to ICC in the establish- 
ments of grandfather rights after the passage of the Motor Carrier 
Act in 19365. 

I think far too much emphasis was given to restrictions on carriers’ 
previously operated authority at the time they considered what their 
grandfather rights were with relation to it. I think if a man was m 
business, if he served a territory, and he had invested his money in it 
and devoted his enterprise to it, then he ought to be given the right 
to conduct it. 

I think Alaska has this peculiarity that should also be taken into 
account. I am not so sure in my own mind that a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity like we know it in the States, and like we 
have had it previously under the Motor Carrier Act, is the answer 
to Alaska. 

I think some sort of a permit, some sort of a certificate, perhaps 
not on public convenience and necessity principles, ought to be taken 
into account. Alaska has vast territories and few settlements of any 
particular size, but it does have a lot of installations, mines, oil opera- 
tions, Government installations, in which, maybe, for a limited period 
in the summer there will be a considerable transportation movement. 

If the enterprise failed or it was abandoned, or something like that, 
and/or nobody lived in that Territory requiring great additional serv- 
ice, I think we ought to reexamine whether or not a strict, tight certifi- 
cate of public convenience and necessity like would operate up and 
down the Atlantic seaboard would take place in a sparsely settled 
area with relation to what we know, in our limited knowledge, the 
Territory of Alaska is with relation to that problem. 

Those two things, I think, ought to be reexamined with relation 
to the problem. I want to make two other comments with relation 
to the matter, and that is brought about by the testimony of Mr. Lloyd. 

I am not in violent disagreement with Mr. Lloyd, but I think some 
of the fears he expressed are imaginary, and I don’t think they 
will come about. The first one I want to comment on is this fear 
that he has that some accounting procedure of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission is about to overtake him, and he is about to be 
classified and made to fix his books like the uniform classification 
accounts prescribed for the Great Northern Railroad and Baltimore 
& Ohio, or Chesapeake, or whatever it may be, and, therefore, he is 
going to have to violently readjust his rate structure. 

I would like to call the attention of this committee in that connec- 
tion to the fact that the ICC successfully, in my opinion, and very 
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adequately and very necessarily regulated the Federal barge opera- 
tion for a great many years. It operated under a deficit status, on 
the same basis as the Alaska Railroad has operated under a deficit 
status for a long period of time. 

I think if you went out and capitalized on your books the Alaska 
Railroad now, and took its $175 million worth of capital investment 
and said, “You have to earn 6 percent return,” It would do nothing 
else but increase its rates, but that wasn’t why the Alaska Railroad 
was put up here, to be a profitmaking railroad. It was brought up 
here, as Mr. Lloyd said, to be of service to the Territory at a time 
when there was no truck, no other type of transportation to get in 
here, and was to aid and assist in the development of that. 

So, under the testimony of the Alaska Railroad previously intro- 
duced, they don’t take it into account now, and I think if we follow the 
= on all of the ICC and the regulation of the Federal barge 

ines or the others—I mean, after all, they have been successfully 
regulating that particular operation for a long period of time without 
anybody being murdered or their rates increased or driven out of 
business or great apprehension on behalf of the shippers, or whatever 
it may be. 

I want to call attention to the testimony of one passage in the 
transcript which was taken up here before, Senator Schoeppel, before 

ourself and Senator Magnuson. After the testimony that had been 
introduced by the various carriers involved here with relation to the 
hours that sometimes intervene between a rate reduction and its 
effect, Senator Magnuson discussed this matter at some length. 

I call your attention to page 144 of the previous transcript. 


Senator Macnuson. You people are probably aware, at least you should be 
aware of the fact that the people in Alaska do like a chance to be heard on this 
matter before you make a decision so that you might get the benefit of their 
opinion. Whether they think the rate change is good or bad for the economy, 
for the shippers or the public, you are aware of that, I am sure, in the manage- 
ment of the railroad, aren’t you? 

Mr. MANLEY. Yes, sir. 

Senator Macnuson. But you have never adopted any procedure which you 
could voluntarily carry out that desire of the people of Alaska; isn’t that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. MANLEY. Well, Mr. Chairman, speaking 

Senator Maenuson. You have the right to know it. I understand that, under 
the law. 

Mr. MAntey. That is right. 

Senator Magnuson, Under the way it is now, but you haven’t voluntarily 
adopted procedures which would allow, to put it bluntly, the people of Alaska 
to have their say before you do make the decision ; is that correct? 

Mr. MANLEY. That is correct? 

Senator MAGNUSON. Yes. Well, I needn’t ask you whether you think that 
is good or bad procedure, because I am sure that you would think it would 
not be good procedure? 

Mr. Mantey. That is right. If a rate-regulatory body were to apply to all 
means of transportation, it could only result in good. That, of course, is my 
personal opinion. 

Senator Macnuson. Let me ask you this. You people wouldn’t mind having 
the same type of procedure to which stateside railroads are subject, or any 
public utility is subject, so that the people could appear and be heard? Would 
you mind some procedure like that? 

Mr. MAntey. I am a little confused as to whether or not I have the authority 
to answer that question. 

Senator Maanuson. What about you, personally ; would you mind it? 

Mr. MANLEY. Personally, I would welcome a rate-regulatory body that would 
apply to all intra-Alaska carriers and interline; as a matter of fact—— 
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Senator Magnuson (interrupting). I would think it would make your job 
a lot easier. 

Mr. MANLey. Yes, sir; it would. 

I think that is eloquent evidence before this committee that at least 
there is a difference of opinion between relation to management of 
the Alaska Railroad as to whether or not some type of regulation 
should be involved here. I think it is a big territory. I think there 
are a lot of transportation problems in it. I think it is growing 
very rapidly, and I think we are going to have to approach the time 
when some sort of sensible regulation will exist in Alaska. 

I think there has to be somebody you can go to, somebody who 
grants the authority to operate, somebody with whom you file a sched- 
ule as to what territories you will serve, and a requirement on your 
part that you do serve them, and some sort of rate regulation so that 
you don’t have this 24-, 48-, 72-hour rate changes in effect which 
affect a particular commodity and so greatly disrupt a community. 

As I said, I have been in the rate-regulatory business and the trans- 
portation business for a long period of time. I have heard literally 
thousands of shippers testify, and I have heard a great many com- 

»laints on behalf of the shippers with relation to the level of rates, 

ut I think if there is enything that has been taught me or firmly 
ingrained in me with relation to a study or analysis of transportation 
— is the first thing a shipper requires, and the main thing 
1e requires is, first, he knows there is service, and, second, he knows 
what the rate is and he knows not only that he has to pay the rate 
but he knows his competitor has to pay it, because I think the greatest 
disription to the sale of any commodity is the fact that you have the 
bargain in transportation, that one man can get it for another price, 
and another man for something else. 

By these violent fluctuations—and I think the downward fluctua- 
tions are far more disastrous to a shipper because they leave one 
man hanging on the peg with relation to what the rate was and they 
have published another rate with relation to some special customer 
with relation to the problem. 

We think this proposal will ultimately be subject to some revision. 
We think perhaps an analysis of the problems in the Territory will 
show some necessity for further analysis of the problem. We think 
the arm of Congress that took care of this problem has done an ex- 
cellent job, to start with. We think they have thoroughly studied 
the matter. Maybe they didn’t make a complete field analysis, as 
Mr. Lloyd said, but it is before this committee that their rates have 
long since been at least filed with the ICC for the public to find them 
some place in the United States. 

So the Alaska Railroad, while it is exceptional regulation, the ICC 
imposed none on it, it files its rates before the ICC just like any other 
stateside railroad. All that matter was before the Commission. They 
have listened to this controversy on behalf of a great many statewide 
transportation problems that have arisen before it, and, in the main, 
we think the overall, the broad, and the understanding approach that 
we have taken to this problem will serve as a wonderful working base 
for assistance to the committee as to what these transportation 
problems are. 

To conclude, I say to you, to this committee, that we are convinced 
that stability in transportation brought about by some type of regu- 
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lation must necessarily proceed, some type of regulation must neces- 
sarily erecens and stability in transportation and in Alaska will 
proceed a lot farther when it has a stable transportation service. 

A man knows he has got the authority to operate; he knows what 
his rights are, his shippers know what the rates are, and he knows 
what the service is to be under these rates, and he knows what the man 
is subject to should he fail. 

I was particularly interested in the comment of Mr. Kelly with 
relation to ce. o. d. I don’t know how many carriers are operating 
all over Alaska carrying the goods of thousands of shippers who 
have no cargo insurance, no c. o. d. requirements. A violent rate 
change can put them out of business tomorrow, and I don’t see how 
you can build a stable transportation system on that sort of a premise. 

We feel that some adequate consideration of this matter will lead 
the committee to the inevitable conclusion they must establish regu- 
lation and stability. And the history of transportation in the United 
States, the reason Congress adopted and created the ICC was to pre- 
vent these rate discriminations, and nothing that has ever come before 
Congress—from that day to this, I mean—has convinced Congress 
or any of the States. I don’t know of a State that has abandoned its 
regulation of utilities. I mean it doesn’t with relation to telephone 
companies, gas companies, electric light companies, and as the Senator 
so eloquently said, the matter is getting so complex that these fluctua- 
tions are just very disastrous to the business. 

We say to you honestly that the welfare of our people will be mate- 
rially better—without quibbling about details—will be materially 
better by the establishment of some authority to stabilize what ob- 
viously to anybody is an unstable and chaotic condition as it presently 
exists. 

Thank you. 

Senator Scnorpret. I appreciate very much having your views and 
I know the committee does. 

I want to say briefly that when Senator Magnuson and myself were 
here before and heard many witnesses testify, and as you probably 
know, it was my first opportunity to be here in the Territory to see 
firsthand and to hear some of these matters discussed. 

The committee, in its wisdom and judgment, did not act hurriedly, 
as you have indicated, and I think it was a wise course that was pur- 
sued—that we sought the approach through the channels of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission to reanalyze and to come up with some- 
thing, which now has been done. 

We did, however, feel, and it was suggested before the committee 
by Senator Magnuson, who is the chairman of this committee, that 
Alaska is a Territory by reason of the terrain, by reason of the military 
installations, and by reason of the seasonable movements and was in a 
class almost set apart from anything statewide. There just wasn’t 
any question about that. 

Therefore, and because of the terrific distances, and the handicaps 
that the people in this area who are seeking to expand the business 
were confronted with, and the necessity to have an understanding ap- 
proach, territorywise, about some of these intricate problems, that 
there should be some approach on the basis of the local area; namely, 
the Territory, hence the time element which was allowed to elapse, 
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and the study made, and now in a general way incorporated into this 
type of legislation which we are instantly having before us for hear- 
ing. We though that was the practical approach toit. 

I note what you have said with reference to the grandfather rights. 
I noted that when we had the matter up and when it was presented 
to us in this type of a bill upon which we were going to hold hearings, 
I wondered, and I note with some interest what you have said about 
what that date should be. I note in the bill we have January 1, 1957, 
where we say : 

Such operations after January 1, 1957, and prior to that date will be issued 
certificates of permit. 

Do you feel that the 180-day provision in this proposed type of 
legislation is too short a period of time, or do you feel—and I rather 
gathered from your testimony that you felt that it should be more 
liberal with reference to those who desire to enter or who had, in 
fact, entered and who may have discontinued some operations, sea- 
sonalwise or otherwise ? 

Mr. Lorpan. I think, Senator, that you are going to have to ap- 
proach the grandfather provision of this act in the light of Alaska 
conditions rather than historical transportation condi iotis in the 
United States. 

As you have just said, that was always recognized by the committee 
because of the terrain, seasonal nature, and distances involved, and 
the military installations, and so on; that it requires special consid- 
eration. 

I think special consideration is going to have to be given to the 
grandfather clause in conjunction with that problem. -And when 
you get down to the point where Congress does finally consider this 
matter, I think in the light of conditions as they exist at that time, 
maybe the grandfather clause should be reexamined in the light of 
conditions as they exist at that time. 

My second thought—and I want to say you were not here when he 
testified—but Mr. Murray indicated that the Commission just merely 
picked the date to throw out on the table and discuss. 

Senator Scnorrret. That isright. I have been so informed. 

Mr. Lonpon. My other point is—and I am in no great controversy 
with the Interstate Commerce Commission, but I sat through several 
hundred grandfather clause applications, and ultimately certificate 
of public convenience clause hearings before the ICC. 

When Congress passed the act in 1935, they said, “Anybody on 
January 1, 1935, could, just by showing what you had hauled and in 
what territory, we will give you a certificate.” They did that accord- 
ing to their own interpretation. They gave a man wool from this 
point to this point, and hence from this point to this point, and pig 
iron from this point to this point because that is all he could show in 
relation to freight bills in connection with that problem. 

They didn’t recognize, in my judgment, thoroughly enough that the 
man was engaged in a transportation service in a particular area or 
over a particular route. I don’t think you can be that restrictive with 
relation to Alaska. I don’t think they should have been quite that 
restrictive with relation to the United States. 

That is my personal opinion in the matter. I think they are going 
to have to have a broader scope with relation to territory. I mean 
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highways and routes because I know of operations that have existed 
in Alaska and where literally millions of tons of cargo have been 
moved into Alaska by these great freight carriers that operate places 
where there was no highway at all. 

I mean, after all, here was the installation off here 300 or 400 miles 
from the highway, and they constructed vehicles to transport con- 
tractors’ cargo, these radar line institutions, or whatever existed here. 
I think that the Commission should, and I think Congress should, 
reexamine with relation to that second phase of the grandfather type 
operation—in other words, what territories and what commodities, 
and that is why I brought out the second point. 

Senator ScHorrre,, Your point is well taken. I would like to ask 
you this: With reference to a liberal approach to the granfather clause 
feature of this, now, do you not believe that if it is rather liberally 
granted, then it should be understood, by way of good administration 
or reasonably good administration in light of the terrain and season- 
able situation Reve that there should be some good faith compliance 
with it within a reasonable length of time and not be used solely for 
Pargaaming or sales purposes ? 

Mr. Lorpan. I agree with that. 

Senator Scuorrret. That is where we get into some difficulties 
sometimes. 

Mr. Lorpan. But I think all will agree that transportation between 
Philadelphia and Boston presented one problem with relation to 
grandfather rights, and transportation between any other point, like 
Nevada and Arizona, or certainly Alaska presents another problem, 
and I think they adopted a nationwide policy, which I suppose is about 
all they could have done in connection with the situation. 

But I know in our own area, Pacific Northwest, that many carriers 
were not able to arene establish, when they didn’t have adequate 
records or proper ability in relation to proof, were denied some portion 
of the service that they had previously rendered when they came 
around to get their grandfather certificate. 

I have had discussions with other transportation attorneys involved 
in this particular matter who have worked on this particular matter, 
and I think where you have a sparsely settled territory and a man 
would apply and agree to serve an area, I don’t know how large, with 
relation to the problem, I think he has been providing all reasonable 
transportation, that he can get in there, solve weather and equipment 
problems and road problems and everything taken into account. 

I think the Commission should look at this thing very liberally and 
hence investigate whoever has come up and put his money and enter- 
prise into it. 

There is another matter that I remarked about before; wage rates 
and costs are higher here with relation to this business, and a man has 
to be given some assurance of stability with relation to the problem. 

Finally, I want to say one further thing. We are getting to the 
point—and one witness spoke about it this morning—of the question 
of capitalization and financing of every one of these ventures is a mat- 
ter to be given serious consideration. I note that all finance institu- 
tions that do any business now, or invest any capital or make any loans 
to any transportation company, want to know what sort of operating 
authority do you have? Where do you go to get your rates stabilized ? 
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Banks and finance institutions and bonding places are very familiar 
now with the laws with relation to transportation, and I think it 
would lend stability with relation to capital investment here, and, 
after all, you have a problem in Alaska where the Federal Govern- 
ment is subsidizing and capitalizing the main transportation business 
in this Territory, and if we are going to look to private enterprise— 
and, certainly, there is no other place to look—to aid and assist the 
development of Alaska and the development of its transportation fa- 
cilities, you are going to have to give the financial wizard some ade- 
quate show of stability with relation to the problem. 

Senator Scnoerren. That was brought out very forcibly in the 
hearings that we had before us with reference to the airlines, where 
they had temporary certificates, renewable after so many years, and a 
permanent certificate somewhat based upon a grandfather rights fea- 
ture, some permanent situation upon which they could go to financial 
institutions and say, “We are in business now from here on out and 
not subject to a possibility of being canceled out.” 

Some of the finance institutions would say, “We are sorry. Two 
years down the line you may not have this certificate.” 

Your point is very well taken. I don’t want to monopolize this, 
but you mentioned about section 22. I happen to be a member of the 
conference committee between the House and Senate on one of our 
pieces of legislation which finally passed in some modified form, and 
was accepted, S. 939, to be exact, wherein I might say without bind- 
ing the other members of the committee and both House and Senate 
conferees, with reference to the ICC and Foreign Commerce Commit- 
tee indicated quite clearly the need and necessity for an early review 
by a respective committee of what we were going to do on section 22. 

It has been most troublesome, I assure you. it had its incorpora- 
tion—maybe some errors developed on the infield or outfield, or wher- 
ever it was, but we are going to have to take another look at that. 

Senator Cotton, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Corron. I Just gathered from your general statement that 
with the exception of your suggestion regarding more flexibility in 
the two points relating to grandfather rights, that you have studied 
and considered the proposed bill, and are in accord with its pro- 
visions? You think it is the best solution at the present time? 

Mr. Lorpan. I think it is a good place for this committee to start 
analyzing this problem, and I think the ICC can only be compli- 
mented for the understanding way in which they have recognized 
Alaska’s particular problems, particularly now with respect to their 
farsightedness with relation to the establishment of a basis for regu- 
latory commission in Alaska, which obviously is the sensible thing 
to do if Alaska became a State. That would be to take this entire 
board, composed—rather, appointed by the Governor of Alaska, intra- 
Territory board and confirmed by its own senate and reconvert that 
into a transportation commission. 

Mr. Barnes. Mr. Chairman, don’t you think it would be helpful 
if Mr. Lordan would give consideration to the kind of language which 
would be necessary in the bill to allow more generous granting of 
grandfather rights to Alaska conditions? 

Senator Scnorrret. We would be glad to have some of your 
suggestions. 
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Mr. Lorpan. I would like the oportunity to present a further state- 
ment. 

Senator ScHorrren. We would be very happy to have that because 
we do have a peculiar situation here, as you well understand, and our 
hearings brought that out and we are getting the same thing here too. 

Thank you very much. I appreciate your appearance and sug- 
gestions. 

( Witness excused.) 

Senator Scoorrret. Next we have Larry Landry of the Martin 
Van Lines. 


STATEMENT OF LARRY LANDRY, MARTIN VAN LINES, 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 


Mr. Lanpry. I have no prepared statement to make, but I would 
like to explain our operation here in Alaska. 

We operate on the vanpack system. Vanpack is an 8 by 8 by 12 
aluminum box, and we pick out our household goods in the States; 
we ship them up here via Alaska Steamship Line or Coastwise Line 
to the ear and they come into Anchorage by the railroad or to Fair- 
banks by the railroad, at which time we pick them up on our trucks 
and deliver them to your home. 

The only reason I am here is to go on record as Martin Van Lines 
favoring some sort of regulation patterned after the ICC regulation. 

Senator ScHorrren. We heard some testimony about that when 
were were here before, and I was curious to know how that was work- 
ing out. 

Mr. Lanory. Very well, sir. 

Senator Scnorrrer. Are you generally in favor of this bill? Do 
you think that goes far enough? 

Mr. Lanory. I don’t think it goes far enough to cover all the needs 
here in Alaska. However, I think it is a very good start. 

Senator Scuorrret. Senator Cotton ¢ 

Senator Corron. No questions. 

Mr. Barron. Mr. Landry, do you handle only household goods? 

Mr. Lanpry. Only household goods; that is right. 

Mr. Barnes. Are you prepared to handle other commodities? 

Mr. Lanory. No, sir. 

Mr. Barnes. Your rate structure, I take it then, compared to gen- 
eral commodity haulers, is fairly simple? 

Mr. Lanory. Yes, it is. We carry on intraterritorial shipments 
quite extensively. We run trucks all over the Territory with house- 
hold goods only, not freight. 

Senator Scuorrret. As I remember, you were limiting it, in the 
testimony that we heard before, to strictly household ¢ 

Mr. Lanpry. It still is, sir. 

Senator Scnorpren. Thank you very much for your expression, sir. 

(Witness excused. ) 

Senator Scnorpre.. Jess O’Dell of Garrison Fast Freight. Is Mr. 
Garrison here or anyone representing him ? 

Is Claude Bentz of the North Star Stevedoring here? 

Mr. Bentz. I am here, sir, but I have no statement to make. 

Senator ScHorrren. Do you wish to submit a statement later, with- 
in the time limitation? The committee will be very happy to receive 
it. 
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Mr. Bentz. Thank you. 

Mr. Barron. Mr. Stewart Durant of the Matanuska Valley Co-op 
sent a note saying he can’t appear, but he requests permission to sub- 
mit his testimony for the record within a reasonable period acceptable 
to the committee. 

Senator Scuorrre.. Will you, as one of the staff members here, let 
the record show that he will be permitted to do that, but give him an 
indication that he will have within 30 days after the hearing closes 
to do that? 

Mr. Barton. I will inform Mr. Durant. 

Senator Scuorrre.. Assistant counsel indicates that there was a 
gentleman from the Seward Chamber of Commerce who would like to 
make a statement. 


STATEMENT OF HAL GILFILLEN, PRESIDENT, SEWARD CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Giuritten. My name is Hal Gilfillen, and I am president of 
the Seward Chamber of Commerce. 

With your indulgence my only statement will be brief, and I wish 
to point out that Seward’s interest in this bill is best understood by 
bearing in mind its geographical location, and knowing Seward to be 
the northern terminus of the largest steamship company serving 
Alaska, and the southern terminus of the Alaska Railroad. 

Our present economy is based almost entirely upon transportation, 
and as such, we are very interested in anything affecting it. It is 
hereby requested that the record show Seward to be represented at 
this hearing, and we respectfully request the committee to give con- 
sideration to a further statement when a study of this bill is completed. 

I thank you gentlemen very much, because I was not prepared. I 
merely knew about it last evening. 

Senator Scuorrren. I might say to you, sir, that we would be very 
happy if you care to elaborate on some additional matters that you 
think might be helpful to the committee, if you can do that sometime 
and send it to the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committe of the 
Senate and we will see that it will be made part of the record. 

Mr. GiuritteNn. Thank you very much. 

Senator ScHorrret. Your position, I gather, is similar to the gentle- 
men who represented the Anchorage Chamber of Commerce, and that 
is, that as far as the details of the proposed bill, you want to withhold 
your comment until you are in position to take a position on that 
particular bill ? 

Mr. Gitritten. That is precisely our feeling in the matter, to be as 
fair as we can and be of service to this committee as much as possible. 

I don’t believe that we are prepared to conclude anything until we 
do learn more about it, but we certainly offer every assistance we can. 

Senator Corron. It may well be that you will later file your com- 
ments? 

Mr. GirritieNn. I think that will be the case. 

Senator Scnoerret. I think that is all then. 

(Witness excused. ) 

Senator ScHorrret. I think this concludes, other than we want to 
call on Mr. James Murray, Associate General Counsel, ICC, for some 
analysis, but before I do that, let me ask, are there any other individ- 
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uals here in the room, either representing themselves or for some 
organization, who desire to be heard on this measure? If you are 
here and are interested, don’t hesitate. I want to give everyone an 
opportunity to do that. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BOARDWELL, CITY MANAGER, 
SEWARD, ALASKA 


Mr. Boarpwett. Mr. Chairman, my name is Bill Boardwell, city 
manager of the city of Seward, and I am afraid that due to the press 
of business I have been unable to follow the legislation as closely as I 
would like, but was fortunate in being able to get away today to this 
hearing. 

Anything that I could say at this pomt would be more or less an 
overlay of the things that Mr. Gilfillen has said. Upon your invi- 
tation it occurred to me that perhaps the city of Seward may not 
have been officially entitled to introduce a brief to this committee 
since it was not clear whether Mr. Gilfillen was representing the city 
of Seward, as such, or exclusively the chamber of commerce. 

If that is the case, I would respectfully request that the city of 
Seward itself also be entitled to present a brief later on after our 
counsel has had opportunity to weigh the pros and cons of the vari- 
ous presentations that have been made here. 

Senator Scnorrren. Let the record show that we would be very 
glad to do that, and we would like to have it, if possible, of course, 
within the time limitation. We would be glad to see that it is made 
part of the record here. 

Mr. Boarpweii. Thank you. 

(Witness excused. ) 

Senator Scuorpre.. If there are no others desiring to be heard now, 
Mr. Murray, I think it would be helpful, in view of what the testimony 
has heretofore been, that we might have some additional comments 
from you, sir. 

Mr. Murray. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES MURRAY, ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, WASHINGTON, D. C.— 
Resumed 


Mr. Murray. Do you wish me to go ahead and comment or do you 
want to ask questions ? 

Senator Scuorrret. No. Personally, I would like to have your 
comments because you were here at the very beginning, and all through 
these hearings. 

Mr. Murray. One of the witnesses commented on the need for broad 
grandfather rights. That was recognized in the Commission’s re- 
port, and the report points out that it is intentionally arranging the 
statutes to provide that. 

The Commission proposed that by providing that carriers with 
operating rights in the States who are transporting any commodi- 
ties to Canada would get all the commodities they are authorized to 
transport in the States from all the points they are authorized to 


serve. 
The bill doesn’t spell out exactly what territory the carrier will 
receive in Alaska because that was a little indefinite and would vary 
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from place to place, but certainly, the intention was to broaden the 
grandfather clause from the interpretation that had been placed 
on the original act. 

I am sure the Commission is in entire agreement with the witnesses’ 
suggestion on that point. The committee may wish to consider 
whether what the Commission did goes far enough, but you may 
find that it does. 

The only other witness whose testimony I see any need to com- 
ment on is Mr. Lloyd’s and I don’t like to comment on only one wit- 
ness’ testimony, but I don’t know what else to do. 

He expresses the belief, as I understand his statement, that the act 
provides nothing to prevent destructive competitive practices—that 
is, noncompensatory rates and the like. I think that the act does 
make some provision for that through the licensing provisions, and 
through the regulation of minimum rates. 

Obviously, minimum rates is the crux of that problem, and the 
Commission’s power to suspend proposed changes in rates, it seems to 
me, has done more to stabilize industry than any other one element, 
and that power to suspend extends to contract carrier rates as well 
as to common carrier rates. 

A contract carrier has to file his rates on 30 days’ notice, the same 
as the common carrier, and they are subject to protest and suspension. 
Mr. Lloyd made some references to various private carriers, like private 
pipelines, and MST transportation, operation of boats and the like, 
and he seems to think that the bill doesn’t make any provision to 
relieve common carriers from that type of competition. 

Well, it doesn’t. No one, so far as I know, has proposed that the 
bill should prevent a person from transporting his own property in 
his own trucks or in his own boat. That has been done in foreign 
countries, I understand Cuba, for instance, where a person can’t 
transport his sugar more than 8 miles. He has got to ship it over 
the Government-owned railroads. I know in France there has prob- 
ably been some restrictions like that, but I doubt if we have got to the 
point to where the Government is going to undertake to tell people 
they can’t transport their own property in their own equipment. 

If it is necessary in some instance to preserve an essential institu- 
tion like the Alaska Railroad, then I think it might well be done and 
it might be a good thing. But I don’t know that it is necessary, 
and if there is more information on that for the committee, if they 
think it’s necessary, why, certainly it is something that could be done. 

Senator Corron. Could I interpolate? Would you mind my asking 
a ooneee at this point ? 

Mr. Murray. Be glad to. 

Senator Corron. This is referring to the ABC’s, but what is a 
simple definition of a contract carrier ? 

Mr. Murray. Well, the original act had a definition of a contract 
carrier, and the Commission over the years interpreted it a certain 
way. 

In a recent Supreme Court decision the Court held that the Com- 
mission had interpreted it too narrowly. That was a Contract Steel 
Carrier case. I don’t have the citation, but as a result of that case, 
and as a result of further information, the Commission recommended 
and the carrier recommended, and I believe that it resulted from an 
agreement between a contract carrier association. 
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Congress recently passed an amendment to the act which redefined 
the term “contract carrier.” This goes somewhat beyond the Com- 
mission’s original interpretation which was thrown out by the Supreme 
Court, so the situation is better now than it was, even before the 
Supreme Court decision. 

The definition now is that a contract carrier means any person 
which engages in transportation by motor vehicle or passenger prop- 
erty in the state of foreign commerce for compensation other than 
common carriage,—under—here the crucial word “under”—continu- 
ing contracts with one person or a limited number of persons. 

The Commission has always interpreted that term “continuing con- 
tract.” It originated the term in its regulation, and it required a 
series of shipments over a period of time. The shipper had to con- 
tract with the carrier for a series of shipments over a period of time, 
and the shipper had to guarantee a minimum amount of traffic over 
a period of time. ¢ 

That is specifically written into the new definition. In addition to 
that, the carrier must either furnish services through the assignment 
of motor vehicles on a continuing basis, for the exclusive use of a cus- 
tomer, or it must furnish transportation services designed to meet the 
distinct needs of an individual customer. 

In other words, the concept there, as I see it, is that a contract 
carrier may furnish service of a peculiar and unusual type which is 
not ordinarily offered by common carrier, or he may furnish service 
by assigning trucks to the exclusive use of a particular shipper. That 
is usually done with the shipper’s name on the truck. 

Actually, the concept was that the contract carrier should serve the 
field where a shipper normally would transport his own traffic because 
the common carrier did not furnish the type of service that he wanted. 

Senator Corron. You mean if I am engaged in the manufacture 
and sale of a certain type of merchandise, that you originally took 
the position, if I contracted with some individual or company with 
trucks to handle my deliveries exclusively, and under my control as 
if they were my trucks, that that is a common carrier ? 

Mr. Murray. That is a contract carrier. 

Senator Corron. A contract carrier? Now, it doesn’t need to be 
only in the event that I couldn’t get a carrier, by common carrier now; 
does it ? 

Mr. Murray. No; that is not stated; but the pattern seems to bear 
that in mind. I know that a lot of carriers, in discussing this pro- 
posed amendment, argue that contract carriers is a substitute for 
private carriage, and they argued he is not really in competition with 
common carriers. That is what they considered to be proper contract 
carriers. 

Senator Corron. But it is definitely your understanding that the 
proposed S. 1448 contemplates the regulation of contract carriers? 

Mr. Mvrray. Oh, yes. The Commission has only minimum rate 
power with respect to contract carriers. They can’t fix a maximum 
rate, but the common carriers aren’t concerned if a contract carrier’s 
charge to a shipper is 10 times the reasonable rate. All they are con- 
cerned with is he doesn’t go too low to be destructive. 

Senator Corron. The definition that you have referred to a moment 
ago was incorporated, I believe, in S. 1084? 

Mr. Mourray. That is right. 
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Senator Corron. Recently passed by the Congress and signed by 
the President. 

Mr. Murray. It is entitled Public Law 85-183 of the 85th Congress. 

Senator Corron. And that measure resulted from not only a series 
of hearings but within those hearings, conferences, and agreements 
reached on the part of the representatives of the contract carriers, the 
common carriers, and the railroads finally getting together ? 

Mr. Murray. That is my understanding. 

Senator Corron. And it was thought within the wisdom and judg- 
ment of both Houses that that was the first all-inclusive constructive 
approach that we were able to make, and hopefully settle some serious 
controversy that had developed. 

Mr. Murray. That is true. That is my understanding, that the 
groups of carriers all got together on this amendment. 

Senator Corron. And n: iturally we hope that is going to work out. 
I think it is a very fine clarification and distinction there that I believe, 
since they have agreed to it themselves, and accepted by the Congress, 
should prove far jess troublesome in operation. 

Mr. Murray. Oh, yes. 

Senator Corron. We didn’t mean to interrupt you. Go ahead. 

Mr. Murray. [am glad you did. 

As to this private carrier, I don’t know if the committee, or if there 
is any need to restrict a person from hauling his own goods in order 
to protect the Alaska Railroad. If it is, then it is the correct thing 
to do, but so far as the experience in the States is concerned, I think 
we are far from that situation. 

Senator Corron. I might say this: I rather suspect that if we would 
attempt to go that far, certainly statewide down there, I have no reason 
to believe that it might not apply territorywise up here, that somebody 
would have an awful long day or week trying to get that through the 
Congress. 

Mr. Murray. I think to,too. Mr. Lloyd is surprised at the idea that 
one Government agency would be regulating another. One witness 
has mentioned the Commission regulation of the transportation by the 
Federal barge line over many years, and I am not familiar with all 
the details of that regulation, but I don’t know of any unfortunate 
consequences or ¢ onfusion that resulted. 

I might add also that the Commission prescribed the rates that 
the Government must pay the railroads for transporting mail and the 
Commission’s approval is required before the Postmaster General may 
set parcel-post rates. 

I believe the CAB at one time regulated carriers and administered 
a promotional program through subsidies, a dev elopment program. 
The United States Government prosecutes before the ICC many 

rate and reparation cases against railroads and other carriers. They 
had reparation cases pending some time ago that were estimated to 
ageregate several billion dollars, so they said. 

In reference to his mentioning that ‘the Attorney General would be 
representing both sides, in one of those reparation cases, the Co~mmis- 
sion denied the Gov ernment’ s proposal and they went to court to get 
a review of the Commission’s decision. 

Since the statute makes the United States a titular defendant, the 
case was filed “United States v. United States.” The Commission 
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intervened as the statute gives it right to do, and defended, and on 
appeal it was United States v. /. C. C., but we do have at least the 
technicality of the Government suing itself. 

I believe one district court held, or threw the case out on that rea- 
son, and said the Government couldn’t sue itself, but the Supreme 
Court said the case was entirely proper. 

There was a question raised about the rule of ratemaking for the 
Alaska Railroad. Of course, if there is any need for it, the committee 
could write a special rule of ratemaking for the Alaska Railroad. 
Personally, I doubt if it is necessary, but Mr. Lloyd somewhat sug- 
gested a rule of ratemaking, perhaps nothing more than recognizing 
the fact that the Alaska Railroad is not a business : agency but a de- 
velopment program. 

Perhaps 1e might make some suggestion to you on that point. 

Senator ScnorrreL. Mr. Murray, haven’t you found—I know we 
find it in the Congress so many times among the Members who were 
on membership, or of membership in some of these committees, that 
they recognize that the Alaska Railroad here has served a tr emendous 
development program and that it should in a sense be so treated, and 
in a much more liberal sense than we find in the competitive situation 
downstate. Haven’t you found that to be the case ? 

Mr. Murray. I think so. I don’t like to guess what 11 people will 
do, the 11 members of the Commission, but I would imagine that they 
would recognize that the purpose of the Alaska Railroad is such, and 
recognize the statutes there. 

Senator Corron. Do you think a declaration of congressional intent 
in the bill might give more assurance of that ? 

Mr. Murray. Well, if the Alaska Railroad feels that it needs that 
assurance, I see no harm in it. 

Senator Corron. You don’t think it would militate against the 
effectiveness of the bill if that were done? 

Mr. Murray. I wouldn’t think so. Of course, it does create a sort 
of special status for one of the competing carriers here, but a lot de- 
pends on how it is worded and what it says, of course. 

Senator Corron. As I understand, it would only apply to the possi- 
bility of a railroad being compelled to charge 1 rates, to make a profit 
on investment, is that right ? 

Mr. Murray. Well, the Alaska Railroad doesn’t have to pay interest 
on investment. I wouldn’t think the Commission would fix its rates 
based on payment of interest based on the investment. 

I don’t know what they did in the Federal Barge Line, but I know 
that was a similar promotional undertaking. They ran in the red 
and the object was to demonstrate that there could be inland waterway 
transportation. 

Senator Corron. My recollection was that Mr. Lloyd was perhaps 
more concerned about the system of accounting, but Mr. Chairman, 
I don’t think you were here when Mr. Lloyd testified. 

Senator Scuorprent. Thatisright. Iam sorry I wasn’t here. 

Mr. Barron. He made a very able and I thought helpful statement, 
and I am not suggesting we get into a debate, but in view of the fact 
that his statement, by force of circumstances, has been commented on 
by Mr. Murray so much, I was just wondering if Mr. Lloyd shouldn’t 
be given an opportunity to clarify his statement ? 








ALASKAN TRANSPORTATION 63 


Senator Scuorrren. By all means. I think it would be helpful. 

Senator Corron. Even at this time while Mr. Murray is commenting. 

Senator Scuorrren. I think it would be very helpful and we will 
afford Mr. Lloyd that opportunity. 

Mr. Murray. I hope you will too because he is such a fine gentle- 
man. I really am embarrassed to talk about his statement. 

Senator Scuorrren. I might say these hearings are here to get well 
rounded out on the picture, as much as we possibly can, and we are 
going to accord that opportunity to everyone. 

Mr. Murray. I am sure he wants the facts brought out as well as 
the rest of us. His comments on section 22, I would like to make a 
little explanation of that. He pointed out that this exception to 
section 22 would extend into the States. 

Well, that is true, and if you are going to have through rates and 
joint rates from the point in the States to points in Alaska, I see no 
practical way to operate, if you are going to have an exemption like 
that, except to extend it all the way through. 

We know carriers have divisions, but they are not open, they are 
subject to private agreement and negotiation, but where you have a 
joint through rate from Chicago to Fairbanks, a unit rate, we will 
say, of $10, I don’t know how you can divide it and let them cut the 
rate within the United States on that part of it and not cut it on the 
Alaska part. 

Of course, where you do not have joint through rates but the rates 
are made - of separate factors, then only the rate within Alaska, I 
think, would be subject to this exception. At least, that was the 
intention. 

Some of the witnesses have spoken about the alternative of having a 
Federal agency regulate transportation and having Alaskan agency 
regulate transportation. Unless you make some unusual laws, an 
Alaskan body normally could regulate only intra-Alaska transporta- 
tion. 

You go back to the decisions of the Court as far as Michigan v. Duke 
back in the early twenties, and Frost v. California, and all of those, 
and Buck v. Kuykendall which I believe was the principal case, and 
the Court held that the State could not constitutionally regulate inter- 
state transportation. They could require perhaps insurance to pro- 
tect other users of highways, but they couldn’t determine whether 
an additional service was needed or what rates could be charged for 
interstate service. 

I imagine an Alaskan board would be in the same fix. I mean 
Alaskan commission. It could not reach transportation all the way 
into the States. So it seemed that in any event that would necessarily 
have to be a Federal agency of some kind. 

The Commission received a request from the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Territories and Insular Affairs for comment on the Alaskan 
and Hawaiian statehood bills, particularly with reference to trans- 
portation matters. It replied to, I believe, Senator Jackson, chair- 
man, and it recommended a system somewhat similar to that pro- 
posed in S. 1448, but without a special Alaskan board. 

In other words, the Commission took the position that if Alaska 
became a State, then the Interstate Commerce Act would automati- 
cally extend to include Alaska as a State, and interstate transportation 
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between Alaska and the States, but that it would not sropose, under 
circumstances like that, that any Federal agency have the jurisdiction 
over intra-Territorial transportation in Alaska, because it would be 
intrastate then in the same status as Iowa, Kansas, and New York. 

That would leave the question as to whether the Federal Government 
would consent to have the Alaskan Railroad rates regulated by the 
State of Alaska, and the Commission just left that to be settled by 
Congress. It didn’t make any proposal on that at all. Because if 
Alaska was going to become a State that would so change the picture 
that this plan they have here might as well be changed in view of the 
circumstances. 

I believe that is all I have to say unless the committee has some 
questions. 

Senator ScHorrre.. Senator Cotton, do you desire to ask questions? 

Senator Corron. No. 

Mr. Barron. No, sir. 

Senator ScnorrreL. Thank you very much. 

I might say at this juncture, Mr. Lloyd, with reference to the 
comments of Mr. Murray here, if you desire to make any comment 
here at this time we would be very glad to have it. Or if you desire 
to prepare an additional supplemental statement we would be very 
happy to include it into the record at this juncture in the record. 

| am going to leave it strictly up to your good judgment, or both. 

Mr. Lion. I would like to do both, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Scuorrret. You may proceed. Front and center, sir. 
As I indicated, this is a hearing for this committee’s final determina- 
tion. When we get back and go over it, as we will, and consider this 
legislation, we want all the viewpoints in here because, believe me, 
when I say Congress is not infallible, it is not. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN LLOYD, GENERAL MANAGER, ALASKA 
RAILROAD—Resumed 


Mr. Luoyp. Well, you must understand, Mr. Senator, that the 
general manager of the Alaska Railroad certainly would not win a 

opularity contest in Alaska. But he also testified this morning that 
he was not opposed to regulation. 

I have heard some figures like a million tons by one of the gentle- 
men testifying, and for the record, I certainly would like to clear up 
anything like that because if there is a million tons moving up here, 
the Alaska Railroad certainly wants their portion. 

Perchance, I have with me an analysis of total tonnages for a 
year. In 1957—that is fiscal year 1957— there was only 161,000 tons 
handled through the port of Seward as far as dry cargo is concerned. 

Added to that there must be 224,000 tons of petroleum products. 
When you take coal and oil out of your total tonnage picture into 
Alaska, you can see what we are talking about. We are talking about 
regulating less than 10 percent of the total tonnage. 

Why we would set up the elaborate machinery as S. 1448 proposes, 
I wouldn’t know. 

I have tried to look at this picture, the entire transportation pic- 
ture as a transportation analyst, or as an economist, trying to help 
out not only the Territory but the citizens of our 48 States as well. 
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With that thinking I have found that we have, in some instances, 
the railroad, driven truckers out of business by our rate structure. 
But I also feel that if it weren’t for the rate structure, they would 
have been out of business for some other reason. 

By the same token, I feel that a commission could be established 
where the truckers’ interests would be protected. In other words, 
what the truckers in Alaska want is somebody to listen to them, 
somebody to accept a tariff from them, somebody to analyze the 
tariffs, and that if the rates are not compensatory, to insist that they 
are. 

As far as grandfather clauses and the rest of these indirect things 
in the bill, 1 certainly wouldn’t challenge Mr. Murray. I have re- 
spected him for too many years. 

The balance of the testimony, I think brings out that the bill is an 
attempt on the part of the Commission to regulate the Alaska Rail- 
road—no other question in my mind but that. They talk about con- 
tract carriers. The only thing that saved Mr. Murray’s testimony 
today is the new amendment to the Interstate Commerce Act. 

This bill is written to protect only minimum rates and we all know 
that truckers will put unduly low minimums in and put their actual 
rate much higher. It is those things that I think Congress should 
attempt to regulate. 

Senator Scnorrret. Might I ask you this question with reference 
to that ? 

If you had some commission or some entity that could avers 
and promptly look into that very thing that you mentioned, pub- 
lished minimum and actually charge something else, that to that 
extent it would be most helpful, wouldn’t it, to have someone and 
some recognized agency or adhe that would, let’s say, police it? 

Mr. Luoyp. It would be most helpful. And that was the previous 
testimony that Mr. Manley made in 1955. Mr. Lordan picked out a 
certain part of his testimony pointing out that he was for regulation. 

Of course, the Alaska Railroad is for regulation, but the regula- 
tion must be common to all carriers, not just a common carrier. 

That is all I have, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Corron. Is it still your understanding—and because I 
have been getting a little confused—that S. 1448 doesn’t, in its present 
form, regulate contract common, or, rather, contract carriers ¢ 

Mr. Luioyp. It regulates contract carriers, yes, sir, but it doesn’t 
make them file anything other than their minimum rates. 

Mr. Barton. Pardon me, Senator Cotton. Under 1384, the con- 
tract carrier must file his actual rates; that is the new amendment 
to the Interstate Commerce Act. The only exception, that if contract 
carrier served one customer for longer than a year, he is not required 
to file the actual rates, but with that exception, actual rates are to be 
filed. 

Mr. Luoyp. That is correct, but we are talking about S. 1448, and 
it says they will file their minimum rates rather than actual rates. 

Mr. Barron. Would you like to have it amended to take care of 
that, and also to have them regulate maximum rates of contract car- 
riers ¢ 

Mr. Lxoyp. I am not going to get into the rate thing, Frank, or 
we wiii be here all afternoon. But the bill says minimum rates, and 
that is what I oppose. 
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Senator Scuorrre,. You have covered that in your morning testi- 
mony. 

Mr. Lioyp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scuorpre.. I am sorry I wasn’t here, but I shall read that 
very carefully. 

Do you have anything further to say ? 

Mr. Murray. t woul like to say one word about the minimum 
rates. When the Motor Carrier Act was originally passed, the con- 
tract carriers were required to file minimum rates. 

Some of them filed a rate of so many mills per ton-mile; that 
was a fictitious minimum that Mr. Lloyd has in mind. In 1940-some- 
thing, maybe 1940 or 1942, it was amended to require the carrier, 
contract carriers, to file the lowest minimum actually maintained and 
applied. 

hat would mean that if the contract carrier was transporting a 
ake commodity, steel from here to Seward, for three shippers, and 
e charged each one a different rate, we will say 25, 30, and 35 cents, 
he would file a minimum rate of 25 cents, which is the lowest mini- 
mum, lowest rate of any contract under which he is actually per- 
forming service. 

That is what the law is because we challenge—I handled the mat- 
ter myself—a carrier for not doing that. He had a contract with 
General Motors to transport automobiles. A check of his public 
schedule against the contract which he filed showed that the schedule 
didn’t—that the figure was below the minimum actually charged in 
his contract. 

We started a proceeding against him to suspend his permit. He 
contested it, General Motors instigation, and the Commission 
ordered a suspension unless he filed an actual minimum rate that he 
was charging. 

He took the matter to court, the Commission was sustained by the 
district court, and they carried it to the Supreme Court and it was 
sustained there. 

The title of the case is Auto 7'ransports, Inc., v. United States. I 
don’t have the page and volume of the citation, but the Court upheld 
the Commission’s contention that the carrier’s schedule had to show 
the lowest rate for which he was actually performing service and he 
could not file what you might call a fictitious minimum that didn’t 
represent anything. 

This new bill says the carrier shall file actual rates. It seems to me 
that the only thing that does is that if the carrier has 3 contracts 
for a given service, and the rates vary, then he has to file 3 rates. 
I don’t know exactly how he is going to file them in the tariff. They 
haven’t worked it out ; or, if they have, it hasn’t come to my knowledge. 

But I wanted to give that background. Since 1940 or 1942, some- 
where along in there, the contract carriers have been required and, 
so far as we have been able, we have policed it, that that schedule 
must show the lowest rate for which they are actually performing 
each service. 

Senator ScHorrreL. We thank you, sir. Might I ask again if there 
are any witnesses who desire to be heard? Since we made the pre- 
vious announcement, has anyone come in who desires to testify before 
we close this phase of the hearing today ? 

I take it no one desires to be heard. 


‘ 
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Mr. Lloyd, did you have anything else you want to say? 

Mr. Luoyp. No, sir. 

Senator ScHorpren. I understand this concludes the hearing on 
S. 1448, subject to the 30 days within which to file any supplementary 
statements or briefs that are to be considered by this committee. 

I want to say for the benefit of those who might be interested, that 
tomorrow the hearings will continue on S. 27 719, a bill to provide for 
payments of bounties for control of certain predators on salmon and 
halibut of the Pacific coast and Alaska. 

The hearings will be on S. 2805, a bill to facilitate the conduct of 
fishing operations in Alaska and to promote conservation of Alaskan 
fishing resources. In that hearing tomorrow we will have certain 
distinguished members from the House who will be here to participate 
with the Senate committee in these hearings. 

I think with that, ladies and gentlemen, that concludes the hearing 
today. Thank you all for appearing here and being most helpful 
today in this hearing. 

(Whereupon, at 4:15 p. m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene Tuesday, October 1, 1957, at 10a. m.) 
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THURSDAY, OCTOBER 3, 1957 


Unirep States SENATE, COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE 
AND ForREIGN COMMERCE, SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE 


ON INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION REGULATIONS, 
Fairbanks, Alaska. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., in the Elks Club, 624 Fifth 
Avenue, Fairbanks, Alaska, Senator Andrew F. Schoeppel, presiding. 

Senator Scuorrren. Gentlemen, I understand the hour of 10 Sebel, 
Fairbanks, Alaska time, has arrived. 

On behalf of Senator Cotton and myself, and the committee staff 
here, these gentlemen that you have just been introduced to, let me 
say that it is another very pleasant experience for us to be here and 
to meet so many hospitable people. 

It was only 2 years ago that members of the Subcommittee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce held hearings up here in an effort to 
better understand and possibly clarify through Federal] legislation 
some of the problems that you were confronted with. 

On that occasion, that happened to have been my first trip into 
Alaska and I was here at that time with Senator Magnuson, the chair- 
man of the full Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

As you know, for the last few ‘days we have been in Anchorage 

taking testimony on several bills that are of vital interest to the 
Territory. Today we are here to take your testimony on these bills; 
included among them is S. 1448, a bill that would amend the Inter- 
state Commerce Act to allow the Interstate Commerce Commission 
to regulate Alaskan transportation, including rail, water, motor trans- 
portation within the Territory of Alaska, and between Alaska and the 
United States. 

Senate bill 2719, a bill that would authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to establish areas along the Pacific coast and Alaska in which 
predators on salmon and halibut are found, and to provide for pay- 
ment of bounties for control of such predators; and also Senate bill 
2805, a bill to amend title 48, United States Code, section 234, which 
now requires a weekly closed period of 36 hours covering a specified 
period of time for the taking of salmon in Alaskan waters for com- 
mercial purposes. 

Also to allow the Secretary of the Interior to determine the period 
or periods of time each week during which the closed period shall be 
effective, and to provide penalties for possession and the disposal of 
those fish which are taken illegally. 

I might add that at this time the record will be kept open for 3 
days for anyone wishing to file additional statements or any enpibe 
mental material in keeping and within the framework generally of 
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these pieces of legislation that we are holding these hearings upon 
today. 

As far as I know, we will proceed with the hearing unless you gen- 
tlemen here—and for those of you who have just come in, this is Sena- 
tor Cotton, a member of your committee, from New Hampshire. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, would you be so kind as to let me 
interpolate a remark off the record at this point ? 

Senator ScHoEPPEL. Surely. 

(Off the record.) 

Senator ScHorrre,t. We have Mr. James Murray here, who is As- 
sociate General Counsel of the Interstate Commerce Commission. We 
are going to ask him today, at the beginning of these hearings, to 
present for the record here, a brief explanation of Senate bill 1448, 
and following Mr. Murray we will call the other interested witnesses, 
and those who desire to offer testimony in this case. 

If there is nothing further from either you, Senator Cotton, or the 
members of the staff here, Mr. Murray, we will be glad to hear you, 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. MURRAY, ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


Mr. Murray. My purpose in being here is not to advocate or pro- 
mote this bill or any particular bill, or to defend it, but to attempt to 
explain the bill, and to some extent, the Interstate Commerce Act, so 
that people who have not had experience with that type of regulation 
may know what it means. 

There are two general questions involved here. The first question 
is the regulation of rates between Alaska and the States. There have 
been suggestions that this should be left to an Alaskan board. That 
would seem to be very questionable, constitutionally. It would be like 
giving California authority to regulate rates between points in its 
State and points in all other States, without giving the other States 
an opportunity to participate in the matter. 

It seems doubtful if Congress could or would legislate in that way. 
The bill provides for the extension of the Interstate Commerce Act to 
apply to transportation between Alaska and the States. 

This is the same regulation which is now applicable between all the 
States and has been in 1 effect for many years. The railroad regulation, 
in fact, extends back to 1887. 

The ‘other question is the regulation of local Alaskan intra-Terri- 
torial transportation. In the States this would be called intrastate 
traffic, and normally would be regulated by the States, subject to a 
limited power by the Commission to intervene where the State regula- 
tion causes discrimination or prejudice against the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. 

It would be very appropriate to leave the regulation of Alaskan 
intra-Territorial transportation to an exclusively local board, except 
for one question, and that is the fact that the Alaska railroad is the 
mest important transportation agency in the Territory. 

There is a question whether the Federal Government would be will- 
ing to submit the Alaska Railroad to regulation by a local Alaskan 
board. It was with the thought that this seemed doubtful that the 
bill suggests a cooperative type of organization, including a local 
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board appointed by the Governor of Alaska and confirmed by the 
Alaska Senate, which would have initial decision in all matters per- 
taining to intra-Alaskan transportation. 

There would be the right of an appeal from this board to the entire 
Interstate Commerce Commission. This gives the board the status 
of a division of the Commission. 

The theory behind the bill was that with this right of appeal, the 
Federal Government might be willing to submit its $165 million in- 
vestment in the Alaska Railroad to regulation along with its com- 
petitors. 

The question arises as to whether any form of regulation would be 
effective or practicable unless the Alaska Railroad were brought into 
the picture. The general plan of the act, as I said, is to extend the 
Interstate Commerce Act to apply to transportation between Alaska 
and the States, and to transportation between points in Alaska. 

This has another appeal, so the drafters of the bill thought by 
making the Interstate Commerce Act applicable to intrastate Alaska 
transportation under the Alaskan board, with an appeal to the Com- 
mission, it would simplify your regulatory practices. 

In the States, the Interstate Commerce Commission regulates inter- 
state and foreign transportation, but each State regulates intrastate 
transportation within a State. This sets up a dual and different type 
of regulation on the two types of traflic resulting in carriers having to 
obtain both interstate and intrastate operating rights, and having to 
file and observe interstate rates, and perhaps a different set of intra- 
state rates by making the one act apply to both intra-Alaskan trans- 
portation and interstate transportation. 

This would simplify the matter for carriers and for shippers who 
have only 1 set of regulations, 1 set of rates, and 1 set of operating 
practices to observe. 

The bill, however, makes certain exceptions and special provisions 
in the Interstate Commerce Act with respect to Alaskan traffic. I 
mentioned that it creates an Alaskan board which will have initial 
exclusive jurisdiction as to intra-Alaskan transportation, and the 
Commission might refer to the Alaskan board for consideration and 
decision any matter involving transportation between Alasak and the 
States. 

For example, if a carrier, motor carrier, wished to establish an 
operation between Sweet Grass, Mont., and Alaska, the Commission 
might refer that to the Alaska board to hold hearings and make an 
initial decision. 

Under the Interstate Commerce Act, railroads and water carriers 
are required to establish through routes and joint rates with other 
railroads, and with other water carriers. 

On the other hand, motor carriers operating in the States are not 
required to establish through routes and joint rates with railroads, 
or water carriers, or even other motor carriers. It was thought that 
circumstances might arise where it would be desirable to compel 
various types of carriers to interchange and establish through routes 
and joint rates in Alaska. 

The bill, accordingly, provides that where two carriers operate into 
the same point, whether they are rail, water, or motor vehicle, the 
board or the Commission might compel the establishment of through 
routes and joint rates. 
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One additional provision allows the Commission to compel rail- 
roads operating in the States to join in through routes and joint rates 
with is orien operating in Alaska, provided the connecting link 
between the railroad and the States and Alaska is a water carrier 
subject to the act. 

The bill also provides that on Alaskan traffic section 22 of the Inter- 
state Commerce Act shall not apply except in time of war or national 
emergency declared by the President or Congress. 

Section 22 is a provision which allows common carriers to transport 
free or at reduced rates for the Federal Government, State govern- 
ments, and county or municipal governments. 

This exception provides that as to the Federal Government these 
carriers may not give reduced rates on Alaskan traffic, except in cases 
of emergency. The purpose of this was to make regular practice, be- 
cause 50 percent is estimated, in Alaska, to be Government traffic. 

If you attempt to regulate the non-Government traffic and leave 
the carriers free to engage in destructive competitive practices on 
Government traffic, the whole system may fail. 

The bill also proposes to amend section 27 of the Merchant Marine 
Act to allow Alaska the same privileges as the use of foreign vessels is 
allowed to the States. Section 27 provides generally that foreign ves- 
sels may not participate in transportation between points in the United 
States. An exception allows such foreign vessels to participate in 
traffic between points in the States. 

The bill says, “excluding Alaska,” provided the traffic moves over 
Canadian railroads, and the railroad subsidiary is a connecting for- 
eign water carrier. The bill proposes that the Alaska Railroad be 
subject to regulation along with its competitors and in the same way. 

This seems to be necessary because of the importance of the Alaska 
Railroad in Alaska. The bill contains a number of grandfather 
clauses which provide that any carrier engaged in operation on Jan- 
uary 1, 1958, would be issued a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity or a permit as a contract carrier to continue the operations 
which it was conducting on that day without being required to sub- 
mit proof for public convenience and necessity, or other evidence of 
need, fitness, willingness, and ability. 

Carriers who institute operations after January 1, 1957, but who 
were so engaged when the act becomes law would have to prove pub- 
lic convenience and necessity or meet the other requirements as if they 
were new carriers, but they would be entitled to continue operations 
pending the determination of the application. 

I might add that when the bill was drafted January 1, 1957, was a 
rather close date. Since some time has elapsed, the committee may 
wish to change that January 1 date to January 1, 1958, or to some other 
date closer to the date of the enactment of the bill. 

I would like to say a word about the general application of the In- 
terstate Commerce Act. The Interstate Commerce Act applies to 
all common carriers by rail, water, motor vehicle, railway express, and 
freight forwarders. 

Common carriers are those who hold out to transport for the general 

ublic for compensation. The act also applies to contract carriers 
y water and by motor vehicle. 
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A contract carrier by motor vehicle is one which is not a common 
carrier, but which transports for compensation under continuing con- 
tracts covering a period of time with one or a limited number of cus- 
tomers and either (a) furnishes transportation through the assign- 
ment of vehicles for the exclusive use of each customer-user. 

In a case of that kind, the customer’s name and advertising appears: 
on the vehicle, incidentally. 

Or (6) furnishes transportation of services designed to meet the 
distinct needs of each customer. A contract carrier is therefore essen- 
tially one who alines himself with one or a very few customers and 
serves them only. He, in many cases, is almost a part of the customer 
organization. 

The act also applies to private carriers by motor vehicle. The 
private carriers by motor vehicle are persons who transport their own 
property in their own vehicles, which may, of course, be a rented 
vehicle, or who transport property belonging to others incidental to 
a commercial enterprise other than transportation. 

Private carriers under the act are subject only to regulation with 
respect to safety, hours of service of drivers, and standards of 
equipment. 

This safety jurisdiction, incidentally, extends to common carriers, 
contract. carriers, and to certain exempt—so-called exempt—carriers 
which will be mentioned. 

The act provides certain exceptions of motor carriers. That is, the 
exemption applies to all provisions except the safety provisions. 
Among the exempt carriers or the exempt operations are collection 
and delivery service within a terminal area, by or for a railroad, a 
water carrier or a motor carrier, a railway express agency or a freight 
forwarder. 

The purpose of that is to allow each of these types of carriers to 
furnish coilection and delivery of their traffic within terminal areas 
without having to obtain a certificate from the board or the Commis- 
sion as a motor carrier. 

It also allows all carriers to employ a local drayman, for example, 
to perform this collection and delivery service for them without the 
local drayman having to become subject to the act and obtain a certifi- 
vate and file rates. 

In such instances the line-haul carrier is responsible, of course, 
for the service rendered by the collection and delivery carrier. 

The act further exempts school buses, taxicabs, hotel vehicles, 
vehicles of agricultural marketing associations, vehicles used in 
transporting livestock, fish or agricultural commodities, not including 
manufactured products thereof, vehicles used in the distribution of 
newspapers, and motor transportation incidental to aircraft. That 
applies to transportation between airports and towns that they are 
intending to serve. 

The act has a further exemption which can be removed in whole or 
in part by the Board or Commission if public need therefor arises, 
which is the exemption of transportation within a commercial zone 
which is not a part of a through interstate long-distance transporta- 
tion. 

The water-carrier provisions of the act also contain several exemp- 
tions. One of them applies to vehicles carrying not more than 3 
bulk commodities, and another, a small craft of not more than 100 
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tons, or not more than 100 horsepower, ferries, equipment of con- 
tractors or salvers, and certain other minor exemptions which the 
agency of the Board may put into effect if the need arises. 

Freight-forwarder exemptions include shippers’ associations—that 
is, where shippers are nonprofit and join together to ship their goods 
together in order to get the benefit of truckload or carload or bulk 
rates. 

The freight-forwarder exemptions also include forwarders of agri- 
cultural commodities, fish, livestock, and used household goods. 
After the effective date of the act, no person other than those within 
the exemptions may institute operations as a common carrier by motor 
vehicle or as a contract carrier by motor vehicle until and unless it 
has — to and obtained from the Board or from the Commission 
a certificate or permits authorizing the operation. 

Yommon-carrier certificates are “issued upon proof that public con- 
venience and necessity require the proposed service and that the ap- 
plicant is fit, willing, and able to conduct the operations and comply 
with the act. 

A contract-carrier permit is issued upon evidence that the appli- 

cant is fit, willing, and able to conduct the operations, and that the 
operations proposed will be consistent with the public interest and 
the policy of the act. 

These requirements, of course, do not apply to priv ate carriers, to 
exempt carriers, or to persons who are in operation on the grand- 
father date, as to the operation conducted on that date, because Sunder 
the grandfather clause those carriers get certificates without proof. 

Certificates need not be unlimited as to area or time, as to area or 
commodities, rather. They may apply to passengers or property or to 
both. The act provides ‘for the regulation of rates of common 
carriers of all types. 

Common carriers are required to publish, keep open for public 
inspection, and file with the Commission and the Board the rates which 
they propose to apply, and they are required strictly to observe these 
published rates. 

Proposed changes may be suspended by the Board or the Commis- 
sion for a period of 7 months if on complaint or on the Commission’s 
own investigation it appears that the rates might be unlawful if they 
were allowed to become effective. 

After hearing, the board or the Commission may prescribe the 
rates that thereafter are to be put into effect by the carrier and 
observed. The act provides for reparation on account of past un- 
reasonable or otherwise unlawful rates with respect to rail traffic, 
and the traffic of certain water carriers. 

There are no reparation provisions with respect to motor carriers 
and some types of water carriers. Contract carriers are required to 
publish and keep open for public inspection and file with the board 
and the Commission the actual minimum rates which they are apply- 
ing. 
Penalties are provided if the contract carrier transports for less 
than its published minimum rates. Under the act the board or the 
Commission would have authority with respect to the minimum rates 
of contract carriers but not as tothe maximum rate. 

Proposed reductions in contract-carrier rates may be suspended for 
a period of 7 months if it should appear upon complaint by an inter- 
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ested person that the rates would be unlawful if they were permitted 
to become effective. 

Complaints may be filed alleging that contract-carrier rates are 
unreasonably low, and after hearing the board or Commission may 
prescribe the rates thereafter to be put into effect and observed. 

In this connection, I want to mention that in Anchorage certain 
statements were filed by the Alaska Railroad in which they objected 
to the regulation proposed on the grounds that contract carriers were 
not regulated i in the same way that common carriers were regulated. 

I now understand what their objection is, and I want to point out 
the situation, and certain possible things that the committee might 
consider as remedies, 

Under the Interstate Commerce Act, a contract carrier is not re- 
quired to serve the public generally and it may pick and choose what 
traffic it chooses to transport. Its ability to do this enables it to 
restrict its operations to the more highly profitable traffic, and per- 
haps to truckloads, and as a result its cost of operation per unit may 
be less than that of common carriers. 

The present act, however, requires the Commission, and it would 
require the board, in prescribing minimum rates for contract car- 
riers to base the determination of the reasonableness of the rates 
upon the contract carrier’s cost of operation and not upon the cost of 
the operation of the common carrier’s competitors. 

The net result of this is that in some instancse the contract carrier 
is able to show a lower operating cost and therefore sustain, under 
the act, a lower rate than could the common carrier who is obligated 
to accept all shipments and transport for anyone who applies. 

The States have dealt with this subject in various ways. One 
method followed by some States is to require that contract arriers 
charge rates which are no less than the published rates of the common 
carriers between the same points. Such a requirement by the State of 
Texas was upheld by the Supreme Court in Stevenson v. Binford, 
decided, I believe, back about 1920 or early 1930. 

It is my understanding that a number of other States have a similar 
provision. 

Senator Scuorrret. Mr. Murray, if I might interject by way of a 
query, isn’t that a fair approach to it in order to eliminate discrimina- 
tion which honestly could be used against a common carrier ? 

Mr. Murray. I don’t want to recommend a proposal, but I will 
point out certain objections that people might have to that, if you 
wish. 

Senator Scuoerren. Yes. 

Mr. Murray. That, of course, seems on the surface to be a very 
practic: al and convenient solution of the problem, and, in fact, the 
Commission, in submitting comments to the congressional committees 
on the President’s Cabinet bill, made such a suggestion with respect 
to contract carriers’ rates. 

I believe that was Senate bill 1920 of the last Congress. The pos- 
sible objections that might be raised to that is that it would, in effect, 
in some instances, perhaps require a contract carrier, if he were suc- 
cessful in getting the business, to be unjustly rewarded for his services. 

In other words, he would get more than he might feel in good con- 
science he should receive because he is required to charge a higher 
rate than is warranted by his cost in order to protect somebody else. 
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Another objection is that if a contract carrier’s rates are made too 
high shippers may find that they can transport their own stuff cheaper 
than they can hire a carrier to transport it. So you always have this 
private carrier competition, and you can’t jack up the rates beyond the 
cost to the private carrier of transporting his own goods, or else the 
traffic will be hauled as private carriers, and the for-hire carriers will 
be entirely out. 

So you Ste to balance the thing there. That would be considered, 
of course, in fixing rates, and that is an ever-present matter in rate- 
making, particularly by motor carriers. 

Another approach to the problem is probably that which is expressed 
in the recent amendments to the Interstate Commerce Act. That ap- 
proach is to define private carriage as a service which is, in the words 
of some of the advocates of the provisions, a substitute for private 
carriage. 

In other words, as long as it is a question in the customer’s mind as 
to whether he shall haul the stuff himself or whether he shall hire a 
contract carrier which will furnish the same type of service and have 
the same connection with his organization as if he were doing it him- 
self, then let him have the privilege of private carriage and don’t 
worry about the rates particularly. 

You still have the regulation of the minimum reasonable rates, but 
it wouldn’t be exactly the same thing as requiring that contract car- 
rier rates be tied to a common-carrier rates. 

These amendments also propose to police these matters and it re- 
quires the contract carriers to file the exact rates that are charged 
rather than minimum rates, as were heretofore required. I don’t 
know which method would suit Alaska better. 

It may be that since Texas and many other States do have the pro- 
vision for tying contract-carrier rates to the common-carrier rates, 
that that might be the most desirable for Alaska. 

I want to mention that there are relatively few contract carriers, 
and according to the new definition there are probably even less, so the 
problem will not be as great, I think, as when the motor carrier act 
was passed in 1930, because we have more experience with that, and 
we know more about the question, and the definition of a contract 
carrier has been narrowed. 

I think many people might be inclined to think that there are 
more contract carriers up here than there are common carriers. | 
doubt that. I think most of them generally will pick up freight 
wherever they can get it, and if they do that they are common car- 
riers. 

Mr. Barton. You mean under the new definition of the Interstate 
Commerce Act ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, that is right. And even under the old, to a large 
extent. If a trucker is in business and he takes freight whenever he 
can find it, he would be a common carrier. He has got to affirmatively 
cut himself off from the public and limit his service, even under the 
old definition in order to be a contract carrier. 

Senator Corron. That is even more true under the new definition ? 

Mr. Murray. Even more, yes. So consideration might be given to 
this rule of ratemaking for contract carriers which the Commission 
waa propose in the comments on the President’s Cabinet Committee 

ill. 
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Those who—if some of these people are interested—have a copy of 
the Commission’s report on that, they might read the comments in 
that report on that subject. 

Senator Scnorrret. I might say for the record here, if you gen- 
tlemen who are present do not happen to have a copy of that, if you 
will communicate with the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee of the Senate, we will see that you are forwarded one of those 
copies. 

Mr. Murray. Well, the document is about 100 pages, according to 
my recollection, and the provision relating to contract carriers occupies 
maybe 8 or 10 pages. = 

The act also provides that \utlioaies and permits may be trans- 
ferred from one person to another—in other words, sold—provided 
the transferee shows that he is fit, willing, and able to conduct the op- 
eration. 

Where a transfer involves the merger or unification of two or 
more carriers, a further consideration is required, and there has to 
be a finding that will be consistent with the public interest for the 
merger of the two carriers to take place. 

The act requires common carriers by motor vehicle and contract 
carriers by motor vehicle to furnish evidence of insurance; that is, 
public liability and property damage for the protection of other 
users of the highway. 

The act also provides that common carriers shall provide cargo in- 
surance or other security to assure the payment of loss and damage 
claims to shippers or consignees. 

Under the regulations which the Commission now has in effect, a 
shipper consignee may make claim for loss and damage directly 
against the carrier’s insurance company. 

The Act provides for the filing of certain reports and the keeping 
of records by carriers. These are very slight in the case of smaller 
carriers. Those having gross annual revenue of a million dollars or 
more have more substantial accounting and reporting requirements. 

I believe, Senator, that is all, unless there are some questions. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Senator Cotton, do you have any questions? 

Senator Corron. No questions. 

Senator ScHorrren. Mr. Barton ? 

Mr. Barron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Murray, explain briefly the jurisdiction of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission under this bill on a joint rate, say, from Chicago 
to Fairbanks? 

Mr. Murray. Well, if the shipment moved wholly by motor vehicle 
over the Alaska highway, the Commission would have jurisdiction all 
the way to prescribe the rates from Chicago to Fairbanks. 

If it moved by rail to Seattle and then water carrier to Anchorage, 
or some other port, and then by rail, whether Alaska Railroad or 
motor carrier from the port to Fairbanks, the Commission would 
have jurisdiction over it all the way, and it would have authority to 
require the carriers to join in establishing a joint through rate all 
the way from Chicago into Fairbanks. . 

They could include in that a railearrier within the States, the 
water carrier who transported it from port to port, and either the 
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Alaska Railroad or a motor carrier which transported it from the 
port to Anchorage. 

Incidentally, the amendment to section 27 of the Merchant Marine 
Act would permit that shipment to move from Chicago by a United 
States Railroad, across the ation} into Canada and move by Canadian 
Railroad to Vancouver, or Prince Rupert or some port, and then 
move by a Canadian or a United States vessel from Vancouver or 
Prince Rupert to Anchorage and thence by any other carrier subject 
to the act. 

Mr. Barron. Just one other question. If it moved by motor car- 
rier to United States port, the motor carrier couldn’t be ssesitiel to 
join ? 

Mr. Murray. That is true. If it moved by motor carrier from 
Chicago to Seattle, that motor carrier couldn’t be compelled to join 
that through rate and joint rate with, we will say, the Alaska Steam- 
ship Co. or Alaska Freight Line, and any railroad or motor carrier 
in Alaska. 

But if that motor carrier who transported it from Chicago to 
Fairbanks could be compelled to interchange and establish through 
rates and joint—through routes and joint rates at Fairbanks with 
the Alaska Railroad for something to go down the line, or to go by 
motor carrier up to any other point in Alaska. 

In other uel, where the carriers reach a common point in Alaska, 
any type can be forced to join the through routes and joint rates. In 
the States only the railroads can be compelled to join in the through 
routes and joint rates. 

Motor carriers who operate solely in the States couldn't be com- 
pelled to join with a railroad or carrier operating into Alaska. They 
may if they wish. There is no prohibition of it. 

Mr. Barron. Why it this compulsory making of joint routes with- 
in Alaska considered necessar vy; joint rates? 

Mr. Murray. Well, a lot of times carriers may not get along and 
may not want to bother with interchanging with connections, be- 

rause there would be relatively fewer carriers and the need for services 
is quite substantial in some areas, perhaps. 

We thought it might be desirable to give power in certain cir- 
cumstances where there is found a need for it, to require the estab- 
lishment—in other words, if there is a carrier ‘operating from point 
A to point B in Alaska, and he doesn’t choose voluntarily to enter 
into through routes and joint rates with other carriers, the people on 
his line would suffer from not being able to get through shipments 
from points off his line. 

Still, the fact that he is there, and would divide the traffic, might 
make it unprofitable to let another carrier to go in there. The only 
solution was to confer power on the board or on the Commission to 
compel joint through rates where there was shown to be a need for it. 

It doesn’t propose to start out and make everybody establish joint 
through rates with everybody else. That is left voluntar ily, but 
when the need for it arises and somebody complains or raises a ques- 
tion, then the board, after opportunity for hearing, could require 
that it be done. 

Senator Corron. That impels me to ask one question. If this bill, 
in more or less the form suggested, becomes law, any shipper or citi- 
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zen in Alaska who felt himself aggrieved or discriminated against 
by joint rates established, would have a chance to petition the Com- 
mission, is that right? 

Mr. Murray. That is right. 

Senator Corron. And if they did, the Commission in its discretion 
could permit them to be heard by this Alaska board appointed by 
the Governor of Alaska, confirmed by the Alaskan Senate, as a panel 
of Interstate Commerce Commission, if the Interstate Commerce 
Commission chose to do it this way, rather than send up an examiner, 
is that right? 

Mr. Murray. That is right. As to matters involving one point 
in Alaska to another, it is exclusively the board. 

Senator Corron. I am speaking from rates here all the way 
through. I understand if this became a law, that between points 
in Alaska they would automatically go to their own board ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. 

Senator Corron. Just one more question. Under the present situa- 
tion, without such legislation, if shippers or carriers establish rates 
from Chicago to Seattle, to Anchorage to Fairbanks, what recourse 
has anyone in Alaska ? 

Mr. Murray. Well, I don’t understand there is any. The Commis- 
sion would regulate the transportation from Chicago to Seattle at 
the present time, whether it is motor carrier or rail. The Maritime 
Board has jurisdiction over at least certain water carriers between 
Seattle and Anchorage, and I understand that there is no regulation 
of the transportation from Anchorage to Fairbanks. 

Senator Corron. Well, is it correct to say that under the pres- 
ent situation, in the absence of such legislation, that the opportunity 
for action by people in Alaska, who feel themselves unjustly treated 
or discriminated against, by having burdensome rates, the oppor- 
tunity for recourse is somewhat spotty or limited ? 

Mr. Murray. I think so. I don’t want to discuss the case. In 
fact, I know nothing about it. It is before the Commission, but 
mention has been made of a recent decision of a division of the 
Commission involving export rates from somewhere to the west coast. 
I am not familiar with the case at all and I don’t know what the 
facts are and I wouldn’t want to comment on it anyway, since it is 
still before the Commission. 

But I do want to say that it is my understanding that was a com- 
ylaint filed by General Services Administration which represents the 
interests of the General Service Administration. I don’t know what 
extent they put in evidence of civilian need up here, but someone 
told me that no one from Anchorage or Fairbanks, and no civilian 
agency participated in that proceeding, and they made some complaint 
about a hearing being held at Juneau and no where else. 

Well, if these people up here have interest in it, I think that the 
chamber of commerce or somebody else should get organized and 
participate in these things and make your point of view known. 

In a case of that kind I would say if they are interested they should 
petition to intervene as a complainant in the case, and ask the Com- 
mission to hold hearings at places that would be convenient to them. 
I know nothing about the case, but that would be the procedure by 
which you are “heard on this thing. Let them know your interest 
and needs. 
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It seems to me there is a need for the chamber of commerce to 
organize a transportation bureau or something like that, and partici- 
pate in these things. If the act were passed, I think you should do 
that also because the Commission has to decide the case on the record 
made at the hearings. 

It can’t go out and make its own survey and decide on evidence that 
is unknown to the parties. So you should ask for hearings at places 
convenient to you, and any time that any carrier has a rate or prac- 
tice that you think is improper, you are entitled to file a complaint, 
and the agency will have the matter heard either by an examiner or 
by a local board, or whatever it is, and will decide the thing. 

These decisions or complaints might be as to through service from 
the States up here, or local service, either one. Maybe I am getting 
out of bounds in mentioning that but it is striking that people seem 
to be complaining about something and they haven’t put themselves 
on record at all, Rasta made their views known on the record. 

Senator Scuorpren. I think your point is well taken, Mr. Murray, 
and it is most helpful to have this in the record. 

I might say at this juncture, that these hearings on these measures 
such as we are holding here today and have held in Anchorage, and 
the hearings that we had 2 years ago, point up the necessity of having 
given, and to give the opportunity in these local areas, those who have 
views or objections or suggestions for changes that they anticipate 
might be necessary to the legislation, into the record so that the sub- 
committee, when it makes its report to the full committee, and when 
the full committee considers these measures in Washington, we will 
oo course have a much better record of how the people here feel 
about it. 

Within our wisdom and judgment we thought it was necessary to 
set this series of hearings and to get as many of the views of the 
people here, and the shippers interested in the various cities through 
the chamber of commerce and other organizations to help us in clari- 
fying some of the things, or at least giving us an opportunity to con- 
sider some of the things that they are considering and have a feeling 
on. 

Mr. Murray. I would like to say that I am not interested in 
whether the bill passes or not. I am not advocating or promoting 
it. I am trying to explain to you, and I will try to point out, so 
you can make your own choice. It may be that when you consider 
it you don’t want any regulation at all. Maybe you want to go ahead 
just as you are. That may be the best; I don’t know. This is a 
decision for you to make and for the committee to make. I am not 
concerned either way. 

Senator ScnorrreL. Thank you very much, Mr. Murray. If there 
are no further questions, we will proceed with the other witnesses. 

On the list that is before me, we have Mr. Howard Weaver, of 
Weaver Bros., Inc., representing that operation, who is the next 
witness. 

Mr. Barron. I think he will be here shortly. 

Senator ScuorrreL. We will pass him for the moment. 

The next witness is Mr. Donald W. Pearson, acting manager, Fair- 
banks Chamber of Commerce. 
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STATEMENT OF DONALD PEARSON, ACTING MANAGER, FAIRBANKS 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Pearson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ScHorpren. Sit right there and make your presentation 
in any way that is agreeable to you, sir, and we will be happy to hear 

ou. 
Mr. Pearson. Senator Schoeppel, Senator Cotton, and members of 
the committee, I would like at this time to request, if there are any 
questions which I can’t answer on this matter, that I be allowed to 
call on the chairman of the surface transportation committee of the 
Fairbanks chamber as an expert. 

Senator Scuorrret. We will be very glad to accord him that oppor- 
tunity and to you, sir. 

Mr. Pearson. He is Mr. John Titus and he is present. 

My name is Donald W. Pearson, acting manager of the Fairbanks 
Chamber of Commerce, Northward Building, Fairbanks, Alaska. 

Mr. Titus is in the Chena Building, Fairbanks, Alaska. 

In connection with Senate bill 1448, referred to your committee, the 
Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce desires to go on record as opposing 
this legislation. The Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce supports the 
present legislation before Congress which will give Alaska statehood 
status. It is fully understood that the admission of Alaska as a 
State would extend Federal regulation of interstate commerce in the 
State of Alaska. 

It would otherwise leave the government of the State of Alaska in 
a position to regulate transportation between points in Alaska through 
a State regulatory body. We acknowledge that, with the exemptions 
of air transportation, which is regulated by the CAB; water trans- 

ortation between the States and Alaska, which is regulated by the 

‘ederal Maritime Board; and the United States portion of the motor- 
carrier haul between the States and Alaska, which is regulated by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, Alaska is presently free of com- 
mon-carrier economic regulation. 

Therefore, any legislation passed now and in effect before statehood 
status for Alaska is achieved should be consistent with the regulation 
desired under statehood. The bill under consideration, Senate bill 
1448, would subject all common-carrier transportation from, to, and 
within Alaska to economic regulation by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

In a letter dated July 29, 1957, to the Honorable Henry M. Jackson, 
chairman, Territory Subcommittee, Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs, United States Senate, the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission stated : 

This Commission had occasion to consider in a more comprehensive way the 
matter of transportation to, from, and within Alaska and in response to a 


request of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, the 
Commission made recommendations for the regulation of all forms of trans- 


portation to, from, and between points in Alaska. 

Letter of February 11, 1957, to Senator Magnuson, in response to 
request and committee report No. 2802 of the 84th Congress, that 
report was based upon the assumption that Alaska would remain a 
Territory. The admission of Alaska as a State would change in some 
respect the legal situation and necessitate some different recommen- 
dation. 
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I would like to refer back to some of these things with quotations, 
which I left out. 

Senator Scuorrrer. They are designated as quotes within your 
statement, however ? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

Previous recommendations are before your committee as Senate bill 
1448. The letter thereafter suggests to the subcommittee certain 
amendments which it felt should be included in Senate bill 49, the 
Alaska statehood bill under consideration in the 1st session of the 
85th Congress. 

The Territory Subcommittee which was addressed, and the whole 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, voted without dissent 
to report out Senate bill 49 to the United States Senate. The bill, as 
it will be presented to the Senate, doesn’t carry the full recommenda- 
tion of the Interstate Commerce Commission as included in the afore- 
mentioned letter. 

The Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce feels that Senate bill 1448 
would be interim legislation which would be superseded by legisla- 
tion implementing admission of Alaska as a State. We feel that 
statehood is imminent for Alaska and even if the provisions of S. 1448 
were acceptable to our body, we would be opposed to passage of such 
a major piece of regulatory legislation to apply in the interim before 
Alaska’s admission as a State. 

Under Senate bill 1448 the Territory of Alaska would be required 
to set up a cumbersome machinery of a transportation board with 
only primary jurisdiction on intra-Territory transportation and no 
jurisdiction at all over transportation from and to the Territory. 

This board of limited scope would set up machinery equivalent to 
a division of the Interstate Commerce Commission. All of their de- 
cisions would be subject to rehearing, reargument, and reconsidera- 
tion by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Therefore, Senate bill 1448, in effect, places final jurisdiction of all 
Alaska common-carrier regulation directly under the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. In fact, it by statute redefines interstate com- 
merce to include transportation between places in Alaska, certainly 
a most unusual statutory definition. 

The massive regulatory legislation would be costly to administer, 
in relation to the number and economic size of the carriers being regu- 
lated, many of whom would find it impossible to comply with the 
statute and would no doubt continue their transportation activities 
as unregulated contract carriers. 

If this occurred, the intent and purpose of the statute would be 
defeated, and a condition of unregulated competition would exist to 
the disadvantage of regulated carriers. As interim legislation between 
Territorial status and statehood, Senate bill 1448 appears to our 
body to be excessive regulation for the conditions, and most untimely. 

The Senate statehood bill, Senate bill 49, acknowledges the complex 
problem of Alaska transportation and leaves transportation matters 
for later study and legislation, if any is required. In the meantime 
the authority over transportation is left in status quo. 

We are in agreement with this wise course opposing Senate bill 
1448 as undesirable legislation at this time. The Interstate Com- 
merce Commission appears to have prepared Senate bill 1448 as a 
result of Report No. 2802 of the 84th Congress, 2d session, which 
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report prepared by your committee, discussed the transportation 
problems of Alaska and the Pacific Coast States and concluded with 
recommendations for action in which the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission was requested to pr epare proposed legislation. 

We quote from your committee’s recommended action in this report. 

There is likewise an acute transportation problem which needs immediate 
attention and action: That of regulation of competition among carriers serving 
Alaska. According to the testimony this situation is particularly unhealthy 
as between motor carriers on one hand and the Alaska Railroad on the other. 

Such a state of affairs mitigates against the orderly development of Alaska. 

It is believed that the testimony referred to in the foregoing quota- 
tion was taken in 1955 by your committee. Such being the case, we 
aren’t familiar with any unhealthy competition between motor carriers 
and Alaska Railroad in the interim which has affected in any way 
the orderly development of the rail-belt area of Alaska or of Alaska 
as a whole. 

Your committee report continues further as follows: 

Therefore, the committee requests that the Interstate Commerce Commission 
draw up and present to the committee by January 1, 1957, a plan of economic 
and safety regulations for Alaska to carry out these objectives for rail, motor 
and inland water transportation. 

The proposed implementary legislation, Senate bill 1448 has gone 
far beyond the scope of your recommended action by regulation. In 
the statute all transportation, including that presently regulated water 
transportation, that is. 

The desire of your committee to keep the regulation applicable to 
the Alaska situation has been given only token consideration and 
Alaska would find itself, under Senate bill 1448, controlled in the 
transportation field by another Federal agency, in this case, the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. 

Still another Federal agency, Alaska Railroad, under Department 
of Interior, would find itself under an anomolous situation, of being 
controlled by the Interstate Commerce Commission as to rates and 
other applicable regulation, while looking to the Congress of the 
United States for necessary appropriations. 

This conflict is not wise legislation even if it can be supported by 
the precedent cases involving the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
such as the interstate service of the Federal Barge Lines on the Mis- 
sissippi River. 

If it is the primary purpose of Senate bill 1448 to control competi- 
tion between motortruck carriers and the Alaska Railroad, as indi- 

cated in the recommended action in your committee Report No. 2802, 
of the 84th Congress, 2d session, the bill under consideration would 
appear to go far bey ond the needs in that respect. 

Further, the Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce, cognizant of the 
fact that in Interstate Commerce docket 31755, the case 5 of the United 
States of America v. Great Northern Rail Company, et al., a so-called 
discriminatory transcontinental export rail rate case, the Interstate 
Commerce Commission found against the interests of the Territory 
of Alask: 

The Alaska Chamber of Commerce and the Pacific Northwest 
Trade Association, as well as the Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce, 
which is a member of both of those above-mentioned organizations, 
realizing the importance of the reductions in freight cost ‘to the total 
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economy of Alaska, all are on record with the Interstate Commerce 
Commission requesting favorable action on the General Services Ad- 
ministration case. 

We must note in the report of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion dismissing the complaint that it clearly was a decision support- 
ing the transcontinental railroad contentions as opposed to a just and 
reasonable decision supporting the economy of hashes. 

The Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce can only interpret the sup- 
Ss that for the several reasons noted economic regulation by the 

nterstate Commerce Commission at this time would not be to the 
best interests of the Territory of Alaska. 

I would like to apologize for my faulty reading, but we have a 
pencil copy instead of the finished typewritten copy. 

Senator ScHorrre:. Senator Cotton, do you have any questions? 

Senator Corron. No, I don’t think so. 

Senator Scuorrret. Mr. Barton? 

Mr. Barton. Mr. Pearson, you mentioned that the bill apparently 
was not responsive to the requests of the committee, is that right, 
for a bill to be drawn up for this purpose? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barron. I note that you read from some portions of the report. 
May I call your attention to a section that I believe you did not read, 
that appears on page 7 of 2802, entitled “Transportation problems of 
Alaska and Pacific Dons States.” 

I quote this paragraph: 

The committee believes that transportation within Alaska and between Alaska 
and the United States should be subjected in the public interest to a reasonable 
measure of clearly drawn regulation which would allow carriers a fair return 
for their efforts and insure that shippers in communities of Alaska reasonable 
and nondiscriminatory rates 

Would you say that in view of that paragraph and the report and 
the request of the Interstate Commerce Commission that the bill does 
attempt to do that ? 

Mr. Pearson. We don’t have that piece of material with us today. 
I would like to say at this time that I am not an expert on this, and I 
think that the chamber will stand on the principles which we have 
outlined here rather than go into technicalities because I couldn’t 
attempt to discuss these with you because you are an expert in the 
field. 

But the principle of the thing is what we stand on rather than 
technical details. 

Mr. Barron. You feel that there is no discrimination or unfair 
practices in transportation either within Alaska, or between Alaska 
and the States ? 

Mr. Pearson. We haven’t noticed particularly in the last couple of 
years that there are. There have been cases, I know, come up but I 
think that the primary consideration here should be that the chamber 
of commerce is on record for statehood. We are also on record for 
favoring a State regulation rather than having the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission redefine the word “interstate” to mean intrastate 
and come in with a Federal organization to regulate intrastate trans- 
portation which should actnally be left to the State. 
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Mr. Barron. Do you think any measure of regulation within 
Alaska is necessary? You mentioned as between railroads and 
truckers. 

Mr. Pearson. There is a possibility that it would be; yes. 

Mr. Barton. You mentioned Interstate Commerce Commission 
Docket 31755, U. S.v. Great Northern. 

You are aware, of course, that case is not completed as yet, that there 
has been a petition for reconsideration and unless it has been acted on 
by the Commission within the last 2 days, that case is still pending? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir; but the rates are still increased. And Mr. 
Murray stated, I would like to point out, that the Alaska Chamber of 
Commerce, of which I am secretary- treasurer, and Pacific Northwest 
Trade Association, of which I attend frequently, did not go on record, 
that we did not formally appear at the hearings. 

However, we did go on record with the Commission by resolutions 
of both bodies and neither of these were given any consideration, so 
there probably is no reason to believe that the ICC would give any 
undue consideration to the Territory of Alaska since they haven’t in 


the past. 

Mr. Barron. But you didn’t participate in the case? 

Mr. Pearson. We did not participate in the case due to several 
reasons; mainly the financial structure of the Alaska Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Mr. Barton. One final question. I take it your position generally is 
this: That at the present time transportation ‘conditions within Alaska 
and between Alaska and the States do not warrant Federal regula- 
tion? 

Mr. Pearson. I think that would sum up my position quite will. 

Senator ScHoErpeL. Do you desire to have Mr. Titus go into any- 
thing? 

Mr. Pearson. No, I just wanted him by my side in case I got into 
difficulty. 

Senator Scnorrren. That is quite all right. 

I might say that is the very definite purpose of setting these hear- 
ings, to give everyone in these areas involved an opportunity to be 
heard, express their views, get them into the record because this is 
merely a bill that was introduced. 

The basic reason for it was manifested in different areas in the 
Territory when Senator Magnuson and myself swung through here, 
in Anchorage and in Juneau, pursuant to certain requests that we had 
had. Here was the first time we had a bill that came in that embodied, 
in the main, some of the considerations which it was thought should 
be embodied in a measure and set for hearing. 

This is the first stage of getting the views of Anchorage, both 
Anchorage and Fairbanks, and all you people are interested, on the 
record, for us to further consider it. 

Mr. Pearson. Mr. Chairman, I certainly would like to take this 
opportunity to say that the chamber of commerce appreciates the 
committee’s coming to Fairbanks to hear what we have to say on the 
matter. 

Senator Scuorrre,. We are very happy to be here. However, I 

wanted to dispel one view completely in these hearings, which ob- 
viously and by necessity we must do from the standpoint of the 
committee. 
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There are committees in the Senate and House whose sole responsi- 
bility within the field of statehood rests in those committees. On the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee we have certain fields 
of activity and endeavor that we are chargeable with operating within 
the limits of our rules and regulations and under the law, and when 
it comes to a matter of statehood, which I know many of you are 
certainly vitally interested in, and many of us are very openminded 
on, in a great many respects, we must, of course, within the limits of 
our committee hearings hold ourselves in readiness, and in a very 
flexible way to hear any and all matters relating to the functioning of 
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

I can well understand your views as expressed here, how you would 
want to relate everything from statehood on. It so happens we have 
a bill, S. 1448, before our committee that involves certain of these 
transportation problems and suggested changes, hence our setting 
these hearings on those matters. 

Mr. Pearson. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Scuorrret. Mr. Weaver, we would be very glad to hear 
you, sir. 

I take it you do not have a prepared statement, and that is quite all 
right. We havea reporter here so you proceed any way you want to. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD WEAVER, WEAVER BROS., INC., 
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 


ALASKAN TRANSPORTATION 





Mr. Weaver. I am Howard Weaver, president of Weaver Bros., 
Inc., and my address is 226 Northward Building, Fairbanks, Alaska. 

We are common carriers, within the Territory of Alaska, and also 
common carriers between Portland, Oreg., Seattle, Wash., and all 
points within Alaska. 

We have interstate permit at the present time, permitting us to 
haul to and from those points. We also are an intrastate carrier 
within the State of Oregon. The Interstate Commerce Commission 
and their workings aren’t new to us. 

I would like to state that we are definitely in favor of regulation 
within the Territory; whether House bill 1448 is the answer, I can’t 
say. I have read it but there is a lot I don’t understand in it. 

The problem that we face within the Territory now is anyone 
coming in quoting any rate with no regulation whatever; whether they 
make a profit is immaterial. 

I think within the ranks of the trucking industry, I think they are 
as big a violator as anyone, within our own ranks. 

We are also compelled to compete with the Alaska Railroad, which 
is a Government-owned organization. We never know from one day 
to the next whether we have customers or not. Somebody is coming 
in and sharpshooting us the minute we publish a tariff. It is a target 
for everyone to shoot at. 

Consequently all carriers here and within the Territory have more 
or less carried their tariff on the cuff. There are also people within 
the Territory who go out and solicit business, but still own no equip- 
ment. They will hire, bring people in and hire them to haul this 
freight, and they take the top and leave the rest for the person who 
is carrying the cargo. 
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It is a little bit rough for anyone who owns their own equip- 
ment, trying to do business, to compete with that type of competition. 
We feel that anyone who advertises as a carrier should own their own 
equipment here and have it based here. 

Another thing, financial responsibility doesn’t even enter into the 
picture, whether this equipment should be on the road or not. That 
is another thing, whether it is safe. I know in the States we have 
that little white car that comes around, and we are very cognizant 
of the fact that it is there. We have tried to keep our equipment up 
to those standards and we believe that it is; as far as we know our 
equipment is up to the standards of the ICC. We feel that a con- 
venience and necessity permit is a necessity within the Territory for 
us to have any form of stability in transportation. 

We have been here since 1949 and we plan on being here a long time. 
We are very jealous of our position here and want to stay here, but 
it gets a little bit rough at times trying to compete with these people. 
After all, I can’t expect someone to go out and pay Weaver Bros., 
Inc., the tariff rate when somebody else will haul it cheaper. 

That is our big problem. I don’t know what more I can say. 
If there are any questions 

Senator Scuorrre,t. Mr. Weaver, I would like to ask you some 
questions here, for the record. 

I note that you indicate that you have been in business here since 
1948 ¢ 

Mr. Weaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scuorerret. And that your authority encompasses the Ter- 
ritory of Alaska ? 

Mr. Weaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scnorrre.. It is that broad; is it ? 

Mr. Weaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator ScHorrreL. What, generally, is the scope of your operation 
here? How large an operator are you? 

Mr. Weaver. We have in the neighborood of, counting all of our 
equipment, 100 pieces of equipment. 

Senator Scuorrret. How many people do you employ ? 

Mr. Weaver. During the summer months we run up as high 
85 or 90 people. 

Senator Scuorrret. Have you found that your business as a com- 
mon carrier and the demands for your business have systematically 
or progressively increased each year ? 

Mr. Weaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scuorrret. Where do you find specifically now your great- 
est area, or where you encounter the greatest area of inroads by un- 
regulated types of competition ? 

Mr. Weaver. I would say anywhere within the Territory. 

Senator Scrorpren. Does it relate to any specific commodities ? 

Mr. Weaver. General cargo. 

Senator ScnorrpreL. Under your permit you are required to main- 
tain within reason your scheduled operations; is that right ? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Senator ScHorrret. You mentioned the safety rules and regula- 
tions and the provisions include, I take it, safety regulations and they 
are religiously adhered to. 
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Do you think those regulations are good regulations for orderly 
operation of a common carrier service ? 

Mr. Weaver. I do. 

Senator Scuorrre.. I take it that you have some serious misgiv- 
ings as to some competitive angles that you are confronted with as to 
those who do not adhere to those rules and regulations or follow them ? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Senator Scnorrret. What have you found out about—well, let’s say, 
the reliability of some of your competition in forwarding the ship- 
ments or seeing that they arrive in reasonable condition, or what about 
loss in shipments and things like that ? 

Have you encountered anything that might be helpful to this com- 
mittee on that? 

Mr. Weaver. Here is what we are faced with. Some, shall we say, 
small carrier will come in, take cargo from under us at a cheaper rate. 
Yet we are compelled to furnish standby equipment in case he should— 
this other carrier—can’t take care of him. In that case they call on 
us if the other carrier can’t take care of him. 

That is what we are faced with. 

Senator Scnorrren. I take it in general you would not want status 
quo to remain here as you find it ? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Senator ScuHorrret. You feel there should be some orderly regula- 
tion statutorily set up or provided for to encompass this entire trans- 
portation and carrier service in here; do you? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Senator Scuorrre.. I note you said you didn’t have the opportunity 
of going into this measure fully and completely. And since you have 
testified here orally, the committee and I want to say generally, for 
those present, we will hold these hearings open, as I have indicated, 
for 30 days following the close of this, for filing any additional state- 
ments or matters that they desire to have the committee consider. 

Of course, we desire to have that within the framework of our hear- 
ing here; namely, the legislation that we are interested in. 

want to assure you that if you have any statements that you want 
to file, elaborating on some of these matters that might be helpful to 
this committee, and more pointedly get before this committee and 
those who will consider the legislation, some of the reasons for types 
of legislation in here, we would be happy, of course, to have them. 

Mr. Weaver. Well, unless there is regulation placed on all types 
of transportation, it won’t do us any good. For instance, say the rail 
comes under regulation and the trucks are left to run wild; that isn’t 
fair. Neither is it fair to regulate the trucks and let the railroads run 
wild, where there is no regulation there. 

It would immediately crucify the trucks, and if the rail was regu- 
lated and the trucks weren’t, it would immediately crucify the rail- 
road. I think in all fairness to everyone concerned, everyone should 
be regulated. 

When rates are changed or made, they should be made with all types 
of carriers represented and come to an agreement on it, the same as we 
do in the States. We belong to Pacific Tariff Bureau, and we have 
our docket meetings and the rates are made within those meetings. 

Senator ScnuorpreL. You would say that approach generally has 
been pretty satisfactory ; do you not? 
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Mr. Weaver. It certainly has. 

Senator ScHorrre.. Senator Cotton ? 

Senator Corron. I was interested, Mr. Weaver, in your original 
testimony where you said something to the effect that you had to keep 
your old rates. 

I understood you to say you had to keep them quiet and secret on the 
matter, otherwise unregulated, and in some cases unreliable competi- 
tion would take advantage of their knowledge of your rates? 

Mr. Weaver. That is “right. 

Senator Scuorpret. In other words, you not only find yourself in 
position where you are trying to run safe equipment and equipment 
that conforms to rules of safety generally promulgated in areas where 
there is regulation, and competing with those who may not be doing 
that, but you also find yourself in a situation where, if you try to 
operate a regular schedule of rates so that public shippers and others 
may know it, that you find yourself in a bad situation from that angle? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Senator Corron. You are speaking very naturally from the stand- 
point of a carrier, but as a citizen of Alaska, this situation you have 
described to the committee, you feel that the shippers, the public, the 
user's of carriers are suffering because of a lack of regulation ? 

Mr. Weaver. I have one very good friend that, shall we say, we 
have courted these people for business for a number of years, and he 
has told me that he absolutely wouldn’t consider shipping by us until 
there was some form of regulation that he knew he would be protected. 

For instance, if he is shipping by us, what is to prohibit someone 
to come in here and quote his competition a better rate and put him 
completely off base as far as quoting his products in any territory, any 
district, for instance, the Fairbanks district? 

We are hauling his products in here at a certain figure, then someone 
comes in and quotes the competition a better figure than we are— 
whether it is compensatory or not is immaterial, nevertheless, it is being 
moved in here. Then this friend that I am speaking of is completely 
off base. He doesn’t have anything to go on. And they are people, 
when they give us their word they are going to ship by us at a certain 
figure, it 1s as good as their bond. 

“Senator Corron. You have stated that you hadn’t had too much 
opportunity to study this particular legislation before the committee, 
but have you heard in the course of the testimony here that S. 1448 
is what you have stated you think is a fair thing to do, that it places 
the Alaska Railroad, which is Government owned, on exactly the same 
form of regulation that would place you or other common carriers 
under ? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Senator Corron. And that you think that conforms to your idea 
of what is fair and just ? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Senator Corron. And you definitely feel, as a carrier, that there is 
a situation that does require some form of regulation, not sometime 
in the future, but now ? 

Mr. Weaver. I would say now. 

Senator Corron. Thank you. 

Senator Scnorrren. Mr. Barton? 
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Mr. Barron. Mr. Weaver, there is one provision in the bill I would 
like to have your comment on. The bill provides that the Commission 
or the Alaskan Transportation Board that would be established to 
compel all forms of transportation, where there is a public need, to 
join in joint rates and through routes. 

Would you be willing to see that provision included in the bill, if 
it were passed ? 

Mr. Weaver. I certainly would. 

Mr. Barton. You feel that the needs of Alaska requires that sort 
of legislation ? 

Mr. Wrmaver. I do. 

Mr. Barron. One more thing, sir. You stated that there was dis- 
crimination, destructive competition, rate cutting, and is that in a 
few isolated instances or do you think it is rampant in the Territory ¢ 

Mr. Weaver. Well, let me state this: I would say among the larger 
carriers who-are here, you don’t find that. Their organizations are 
pretty well regulated, and I would say they are regulated as well as 
ours. We aren’t infallible, but I would say that any. run a good or- 
ganization, or they have good organization, rather. They know what 
they are doing, but there is every day someone coming in—I ran into 
one this morning, for instance. He quoted a man a rate and we have 
been hauling his products, and here comes a fellow starting up, not 
too long ago, and he has been in business before and gone broke a 
couple of times. They have come in and completely pulled the carpet 
out from under us in rates. Wedon’t have a prayer. 

Mr. Barton. In some instances rates are quoted so low as to be 
noncompensatory / 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. Most of these people have no idea of 
their operating costs; they have no idea what the work factor is and 
they have very little idea of operations. 

Mr. Barron. On the whole then I take it you feel that regulation 
by the Commission would insure stability and remove discrimination ¢ 
In other words, give certainty where you have uncertainty now, both 
to the shippers and the carriers / 

Mr. Weaver. I do. 

Senaotr ScHoerreL. Mr. Bailey, any questions / 

Thank you very much, Mr. Weaver. And as I indicated before, if 
you desire, or any of you here, desire to file any supplemental state- 
ments consistent with what these bills are that are before us, you 
certainly have a right to do so, and we will be very happy to consider 
it and make it a part of these proceedings. 

(Witness excused. ) 

Senator Scuoepren. Is Mr. Robert Leslie here? If you will come 
forward, sir, we will be glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT LESLIE, BUSINESS AGENT, TEAMSTERS 
UNION, LOCAL NO. 183, FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 


Mr. Leste. Mr. Chairman, Senators, members of the committee, I 
believe Mr. Lordan in Anchorage 





Senator Scnorpren. Will you fully identify yourself, please, and 
state your address ? 
Mr. Lesiir. Robert Leslie, business agent, Teamsters Union, Local 


No. 183, 315 Fifth Avenue, Fairbanks, Alaska. 
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I believe Mr. Lordan testified in front of your committee down there 
and gave a lengthy report. 

Senator ScHorppen. At Anchorage, yes. 

Mr. Lesuie. Our stand is about the same as his. For the benefit of 
the people here, I would like to say that the main reason we want this 
law is because at the present time we can’t sign a contract with these 
freight lines. In signing the contracts, if we sign them eventually, 
have them organized and everything, we w ould be able to receive 
fringe benefits, such as health and welfare program, pension plans, 
paid holidays, also along with the mileage rate. 

At the present time in Alaska the wage hour here, which the freight 
lines pay at the present time is just that, but under the act, the new 
law, they would pay mileage which would benefit the drivers much 
more; I think Mr. Lordan pretty well covered that in Anchorage. 

That is about all I have to say. 

Senator Scnuorrpret. We appreciate having your views. Senator 
Cotton, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Corron. No questions. 

Senator ScHorpret. Mr. Barton ? 

Mr. Barron. No, sir. 

Senator Scnorerre.. Mr. Bailey? Thank you very much, sir. 

(Witness excused. ) 

Senator ScnHorrre.. We will proceed. Are there any other wit- 
nesses that desire to be heard with reference to Senate bill 1448? 


STATEMENT OF EVERETT PATTON, VICE PRESIDENT OF ALASKA 
OVERLAND, INC. 


Mr. Parron. My name is Everett Patton, and my residence is 510 
North Ward Building. I am vice president of Alaska Overland, Inc., 
& bus company, and president of Alaska Highway Tours, Inc., a 
bus company. 

In Alaska we have an Alaskan Bus Commission under which bus 
companies operate. We have found our association with this com- 
mission which regulates our operations to be satisfactory. 

We have many problems present in Alaska, which probably would 
be peculiar to this part of the country. This commission readily 
understands those problems, whereas, the regulatory body set up by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission back in W ashington, in all 
probability wouldn’t have this information readily available to them. 

In studying this bill, I feel that it would alter the status quo of 
my two companies, and in view of the fact that we are satisfied with 
the present regulation system, we are opposed to this bill. 

I believe that is all. 

Senator ScnorrreL. Mr. Patton, under this proposed measure you, 
of course, are aware that this Commission or entity that would be 
established, if passed into law, would prov ide for a Commission to 
be selected and designated within the Territory, by the Governor, 
subject to being confirmed by your local senate within the Ter ritory 
here. 

Therefore, probably one member or members from various sec- 
tions of the Alaskan Territory here, with knowledge of the circum- 
stances and the conditions and peculiar characteristics that they would 
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have to consider, would be on the board. You are aware of that, aren’t 
you ? 

Mr. Parron. Yes. I might further state that as an example, one 
of the witnesses, I believe, testified to the effect that the Commis- 
sion reserved the right to wait as long as 7 months, hold up as long as 
7 months the application for a change in tariff. 

In many instances we will have operations within the Territory 
on a seasonal basis for 3 months, and if conditions warranted a change 
in tariff, we would be unduly burdened by waiting 7 months, and if 
that required a review by the Commission in Washington, it would 
certainly burden us. 

Senator Scuorrret. Do I understand that you feel that they would 
have to hold it up for 7 months, or did you understand that they must 
make a determination within 7 months ? 

Mr. Parron. As I understand it, they could hold it up as long as 
7 months. There are many operations in the Territory that do oper- 
ate on a seasonal basis. 

Senator Scnorrret. That is what I understand. 

Mr. Parron. And in reading this act, it is constantly referring to 
the party being actively engaged in business as of January 1, 1957. 
I would venture to say that 50 percent of the carriers in Alaska were 
not actively engaged in business as of January 1, 1957. 

They maintained ae that is true, but as far as the wheels actu- 
ally rolling on January 1, 1957, many of them found it impossible, 
due to weather conditions. There aren’t very many trucks rolling up 
and down these highways when it is 60 below zero here north of the 
Alaska Range. There are a few of them. 

Senator Scuorrrer. You have heard, of course, Mr. Murray indi- 
cate here that that date was merely a suggested date, that the commit- 
tee in its wisdom and judgment, in just ‘such instances as you refer to, 
will, of course, come before us as a committee to consider what any 
date should be in the measure, if passed ? 

Mr. Parron. In my opinion the only date that would be fair and 
equitable to all concerned, and that could possibly be arrived at for 
that measure would be a date during the summer construction season. 

Senator Scnorrrer. I see. That is most helpful. 

Mr. Patron. Because we have a construction season here in Alaska 
which runs approximately 120 days, and a contractor engaging in busi- 
ness up ena hane to break ground within that period and get his strue- 
ture completed to where he can get some heat in there, otherwise it 
would be physically impossible for his crewmen to work. 

Senator Scuorrret. And transportation and everything would have 
to gear itself to that period of activity ¢ 

Mr. Parron. That is right. And you will find that the leading in- 
dustries of Alaska have geared themselves to that period; so many of 
our operations in Alaska do operate on a seasonal basis and are sus- 
pended during the winter months. 

Senator Scuorpret. I think your point is very well taken, sir. 

Mr. Parron. So in view of all these facts, and in view of the fact 
that these things aren’t clarified in this act, as I read it, I am opposed 
to this bill. 

Senator Corron. Just one question. As far as your busline is con- 
cerned, you already have a commission in the Territory that regulates 
that? 
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Mr. Patron. That is right. 

Senator Corron. That is appointed by the Governor of the Tetvi- 
tory ? 

Mr: Parron. ‘I'am hot sure whether that. was appointed-by the Gov- 
ernor of the Territory. 

Senator Corron. But it is a commission created by law and operat- 


ing? 

Mr, Patron. That is right. 

Senator Corron. That handles the bus situation ? 

Mr. Parton. That is right. 

Senator Corton. That. commission doesn’t have jurisdiction over 
other types of carriers than buses; does it 4 

Mr. Parron. As T understand it, that particular commission does 
not. They define a bus as any vehicle carrying thore than seven passen- 
gers. 

Senator Corron. And of course, very naturally ‘you are here in your 

capacity representing buses generally, just as I would be if I were in 
your place? 

Mr. Parron, That is right. 

Senator Corron. TI wondered, however, with your knowledge, which 
you have just indicated by your very apropos suggestion, and be- 
cause this committee is up here to find out what’ the people of Alaska 
want or need—we don’t want any legislation forced upon them, But 
on one hand'a witness says that everything is all right and leave us 
alone, and on the other hand, people come in and sa they are very 
much in need of regulation, so naturally it presents difficulties to us. 

Your observation of the general situation regarding carriers othér 
than buses, is it your opinion that they do not need any form of regu- 
lation at the present time, or would you prefer not to get into that? I 
don’t want to ask you against your own interests. 

Mr. Parron. I would not care to comment on that. 

Senator Corron, That is quite all right, and I can understand that. 

Senator Scrtoerrer. Mr. Barton, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Barron. Mr. Patton, are you a common carrier of passengers 
under your permit or your certific: ate ? 

Mr. P. ATTON. One of iny companies, the Alaska Overland, is a com- 
monecarrier. The other company, Alaska Highway Tours, was defined 
the day before yesterday by this commission as not being a common 

carrier. So Ihave had experietice in both fields. 

Mr. Barron. I take it in one you operate under a certificate and the 
other you are not required to? 

Mr. Parron. Westill have a certificate. 

Mr. Barton. Have you had any legal difficulties in connection with 
your certificate granted by the Alaska board ? 

Mr. Parton. Yes, because the board, when they granted the cer- 
tificate, turned this duty over to a clerk in the office of the attorney 
wenieral, and the ¢lerk in the office lost the first page of the application 
and didn’t put everything in the certificate, so we got a restraiming 
order against us, which was just clarified. 

We were operating in a route that didn’t appear in the certificate. 

Mr. Barton. But despite that your relations with the board. are 
cordial, I take it? 

Mr. Patton. That is right. 


27364—58——-7 
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Mr. Barron. You don’t think that additional regulation would be 
helpful to you in the bus transportation ? 

Mr. Patron. I can see nothing to be gained on it. 

Senator Scuorrret. Thank you very much, Mr. Patton. I appre- 
ciate your presenting your views here, especially with reference to that 
date, which is most pertinent. 

Witness ceded. ) 
enator ScHorrrer. Are there any others who desire to make a 
statement ? 


STATEMENT OF PAUL GREIMANN, JR. 


Mr. Grermmann. My name is Paul Greimann, Jr., and my address is 
730 Riverview Drive, Westgate. 

Considering this matter of the bus commission regulating bus 
transportation in Alaska, which Mr. Patton said was a hearing held 
the last couple of days, I wish you gentlemen could have been there to 
hear some of the testimony involved in that hearing. 

The bus commission stated that because of the facts not being known 
to them, they couldn’t really act on it. They didn’t know anything 
about what was going on. They didn’t even know buses were being 
run up and down the highway the year round, and therefore, I feel, 
as far as the bus commission is concerned, they should have all the 
knowledge and pertinent facts involved in any operation. 

They should delve into it before they even have a hearing. It was 
stated in the testimony by members of the bus commission that they 
wish they weren’t on that particular board because of the fact that 
they didn’t have the time. The board consists of the attorney gen- 
eral, the treasurer, and the highway commissioner, all of whom are 
busy all the year round. 

hey stated that they didn’t have time to apply, or to take up all 
the matters fully as the bus commission required. A matter was 
brought up about the amount of money that would be spent to have 
a commission, full-time commission, in the Territory, but I believe 
that the benefits involved by a full-time bus commission would be 
valuable to the Territory and to the people of the Territory on routes 
the buses serve the year round. 

Senator Scuorrret. We appreciate having your views on that. Of 
course, obviously the committee is not going to comment upon your 
board. 

Mr. Grermmann. No. I realize that. 

Senator Scuorrre.. Most areas within States, as well as, I am sure, 
within some of these very great Territories, of which this is one of the 
greatest in our Nation, most folks like to have what is known as local 
autonomy. 

Sometimes it works out very satisfactorily and sometimes, of course, 
in busy people’s schedules they don’t have the opportunity of having 
all the facts and information, but generally they are doing the very 
best they can. 

Senator, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Corron. No. 

Mr. Barron. No questions. 

Senator Scnorrre.. Mr. Bailey ? 

Mr. Battery. No,sir. 
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Senator Scnorrre,. Thank you very much, sir. 
rine excused.) 
enator ScHorrren. Anyone else desiring to be heard? 

Mr. Murray. Senator Schoeppel, may I make one short statement? 

One witness called attention to the fact that on January 1, many 
carriers aren’t in operation here. That is true, and I think his point 
is well taken. If the date could be set in the summer it may bea 
great convenience, but I want to point out that the bill actually says: 


January 1, 1957, or if engaged in furnishing seasonal service only, and was 
engaged in such operations in the year 1956, during the season ordinarily covered 
by the operations, and such operations have not been discontinued. 


The bill was written in February and we had the choice either to 
set the grandfather date way back to the prior July or August, or 
to set it ahead, and normally they don’t set it ahead, so it was an 
a proposition, but I think it would be taken care of by this 
anguage. 


enator Scnorrret. Thank you very much, Mr. Murray. 
(The following was subsequently received and will be made a part 
of the printed hearing at this point :) 


ALASKA TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS 


Letter from the Interstate Commerce Commission to Hon. Warren G. Mag- 
nuson, chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, outlining a 
plan for the economic and safety regulation of transportation to, from, and 
within Alaska, and analyzing the proposed implementing legislation, S. 1448. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., February 11, 1957. 
The Honorable Warren G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Comnittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN MAGNuson: Your committee in its Report No. 2802, of the 
84th Congress, 2d session, discussed the transportation problems of Alaska and 
the Pacific Coast States and concluded with the following statement (pp. 7 and 8): 


“RECOMMENDED ACTION 


“The committee realizes that Alaska is beset by a number of chronic transpor- 
tation problems that will require the attention of Congress and of the people of 
Alaska for many years if solutions are to be achieved. There is likewise an 
acute transportation problem which needs immediate attention and action: 
That of regulation of competition among carriers serving Alaska. According to 
the testimony, this situation is particularly unhealthy as between motor carriers 
on one hand and the Alaska Railroad on the other. At the present time, this 
competition is unrestricted by regulatory statute; consequently, there is neither 
restriction on discrimination against shippers and communities, nor provisions 
of law forbidding unfair diminution of carrier revenues. Such a state of affairs 
mitigates against the orderly economic development of Alaska. 

“The committee believes that transportation within Alaska and between Alaska 
and the United States should be subjected in the public interest to a reasonable 
measure of clearly drawn regulation which will allow carriers a fair return for 
their efforts and insure the shippers and communities of Alaska reasonable and 
nondiscriminatory rates. 

“Therefore, the committee requests that the Interstate Commerce Commission 
draw up and present to the committee by January 1, 1957, a plan of economic 
and safety regulation for Alaska to carry out these objectives for rail, motor; 
and inland water transportation. It is realized that the exact plan of regula- 
tion which exists in the United States probably cannot be transplanted in its 
entirety to apply suitably to the Alaskan situation; consequently, the ICC, in 
drawing up its report, should keep foremost in mind that the regulatory plan 
proposed should be adapted to the needs of Alaska. Serious consideration should 
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be given to including a provision of law calling for a thorough and complete 
study and general investigation by the Interstate Commerce Commission of rates 
and charges now in effect both within Alaska and between Alaska and points 
outside the Territory. 

“If regulation of rates within Alaska is to be effective, recommendations for 
regulation of joint and proportional rates for service between points in Alaska 
and points outside Alaska will need to be a part of the plan. Whether both 
contract and common carrier regulation is necessary will be for the ICC to 
determine. Private transportation is not to be subjected to economic regulation. 

“The plan should include specific amendments to the law that are considered 
necessary. All departments of Government are requested to cooperate with the 
ICC in the formulation of this plan of regulation. Committee counsel shall 
stand ready to lend assistance to the ICC in formulating the plan.” 

In compliance with the directions in the above-quoted provisions, a study has 
been made of this subject and the Commission is pleased to submit herewith 
drafts of proposed amendments to the Interstate Commerce Act and other acts 
which, in the opinion of the Commission, are appropriate and desirable. You 
have been furnished a copy of proposals on this subject submitted to the Com- 
mission by Associate General Counsel James A. Murray. We agree, generally, 
with his recommendations. The purpose of this letter is to give an outline and 
an explanation of the plan which these amendments are intended to effectuate. 

Alaska has an area of approximately 590,884 square miles. One writer 
refers to it as one-third greater in size than the Atlantic States from Maine to 
Florida. Delegate Bartlett, in testifying before your committee, stated that 
9914 percent of the land is owned by the United States Government. Governor 
Heintzleman stated that the Territory has 3,860 miles of highways of which 
about 950 miles is paved or black topped. Another witness testified that the 
population of Alaska is 280,000 of which 2314 percent are military personnel. 

The principal transportation agency in the Territory is the Government-owned 
Alaska Railroad operating 535.9 miles of road and representing an investment of 
approximately $165 million, with an annual operating revenue of about $17 
million. In addition to the Alaska Railroad there are the Pacific & Arctic Navi- 
gation Co. (20 miles of railroad, transportation revenue $1,032,673), the Yakutut 
& Southern Railway (11 miles), and the White Pass & Yukon Railroad (a Ca- 
nadian railroad which operates in Alaska for 20 miles of less). 

The Alaska Steamship Co. and several other water carriers operate between 
the States and Alaska. There are an unknown number of small water carriers 
operating between points in Alaska. 

There is no accurate information concerning the number of trucking companies 
operating in Alaska. One witness, Paul Gagnon, in testifying before your com- 
mittee made a casual reference to “about 100 other trucking operators in the 
Territory” (p.55). Truck registrations in Alaska in recent years have averaged 
about 16,500 per year. Registrations are without regard to whether the truck 
will be used in private carriage or for-hire carriage. This figure presumably 
includes some trucks from the States which engage in transportation in Alaska 
only in the summer. 

Several freight forwarders and the Railway Express Agency operate into 
Alaska. 

The Alcan Highway, constructed during the recent war, extends from Sweet- 
grass, Mont., through Dawson Creek, British Columbia, to Fairbanks, Alaska, a 
distance of 1,500 miles. It isa 26-foot gravel, all-weather highway, with moderate 
curves and grades. This highway provides a means of direct motor-carrier trans- 
portation between the States and Alaska, through Canada. It is understood 
that no burdensome restrictions upon the use of this highway are imposed by 
Canada or any of the Provinces and that a number of motor carriers operate over 
the highway ; the exact number, however, is not ascertainable. 

With the exception of the Government-owned and operated Alaska Railroad, 
the Commission now has jurisdiction over railroads in Alaska under part I of the 
Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. 1 et seq.), the Railroad Safety Appliance 
Acts (45 U. 8S. C., chs. 1 and 3), and the act relating to the transportation of 
explosives and combustibles (18 U. S. ©. 831-835) (J. C. 0. v. United States 
ew rel. Humbolt Steamship Co., 224 U. 8. 474; Humbolt Steamship Company v. 
White Pass & Yukon Route, et al., 25 I. C. C. 136; The Alaska Investigation, 
44 I. C. C. 680; Porto Rico v. Dedricksen, 227 U. 8. 145). This jurisdiction does 
not include the Government-owned and operated Alaska Railroad (48 U. 8. C. 301; 
34 Op. Atty. Gen. 232). This railroad is operated by the Department of the 
Interior under authority delegated to that Department by the President {48 
CFR 5.1). 
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The Commission does not have jurisdiction over water transportation between 
points in Alaska nor between the States and Alaska. The Federal Maritime 
Board has certain jurisdiction over common carriers engaged in this water 
transportation under the Shipping and Intercoastal Acts (46 U. S. C. chs. 23- 
23A). Jurisdiction over air transportation within Alaska and between Alaska 
and the States is in the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

The Commission has no jurisdiction over motor-earrier transportation within 
Alaska and prior to 1950 it had no jurisdiction over motor transportation within 
the States on commerce between the States and the Territories and possessions 
of the United States (United Van Lines, Extension to Alaska, 42 M. C. C. 451, 452). 
By a 1950 amendment to part II of the Interstate Commerce Act (64 Stat. 574), 
the Commission was given jurisdiction over motor transportation in com- 
merce between points in the States and points in Territories and possessions, in- 
cluding Alaska, but only insofar as such transportation takes place in the 
States (sec. 203 (a) (11) of the Interstate Commerce Act) (49 U. S. C. 303 (a) 
(11)). 

The Territorial government of Alaska has established some regulation of bus- 
lines within Alaska, including the issuance of certificates of public convenience 
and necessity, and it has established some highway regulations respecting safety 
and weight limits for motor vehicles. It has not undertaken the economic regu- 
lation of truck transportation within Alaska and, obviously, it would have no 
authority to regulate such transportation between the States and Alaska. 

Practically all of the commerce between Alaska and the rest of the world is 
with the States of the United States. This fact, together with the fact that direct 
motor highway transportation between the States and Alaska is available, sug- 
gests that the objective should be to integrate transportation within Alaska 
and between the States and Alaska with the transportation system of the States, 
to the extent that this is practicable, and at the same time to give to the people 
of Alaska the greatest degree of control over transportation within Alaska that 
will be consistent with this objective. We are, therefore, recommending various 
amendments to the Interstate Commerce Act and other statutes which, in gen- 
eral, extend the Interstate Commerce Act to transportation within Alaska and 
between the States and Alaska. 

There are, however, three most important and basic facts which must be 
borne in mind. The first is that since the Alaska Railroad is the most im- 
portant transportation facility in the Territory, no economic regulation of trans- 
portation in that area could be successful that did not include that unit within 
the system. Our recommendations, therefore, include an amendment to the 
Alaska Railroad Act which will subject that railroad to economic regulation 
along with the other carriers of the Territory. 

The second important fact is that, according to the best available information, 
more than 50 percent of the traffic involved is traffic of the United States Gov- 
ernment, much of it military traffic. This immediately suggests the question 
whether there can be any effective economic regulation with the view to preserv- 
ing a sound economic condition in the transportation industry and insuring 
responsible and adequate service if the carriers are to be free to cut rates on 
this large volume of Government traffic. In our opinion, economic regulation 
would not be a success if 50 percent or more of the traffic is to be exempt. We 
have, therefore, included in our proposals an amendment to section 22 of the 
Interstate Commerce Act (which by reference will apply to carriers subject to 
all four parts of the act) which eliminates the privilege of reduced rates for 
governments on traffic to and from Alaska, and within Alaska, except in time 
of war or other national emergency declared by Congress or the President. 
The Commission in its annual reports has previously recommended modifications 
of section 22 as to all carriers. 

The third important fact is that the Alaska Railroad was established by and 
must be maintained with public funds of the United States to the extent that 
it fails to yield operating expenses, maintenance and interest on the invest- 
ment. These facts, together with the fact that more than 50 percent of the 
traffic is United States Government traffic, in our opinion, militates against 
placing jurisdiction solely in a local Alaskan board. The Government-owned 
Federal Barge Lines was subject to regulation by this Commission and Govern- 
ment-owned merchant ships have been regulated by the Federal Maritime 
Board, but we do not believe that it would be desirable to give to a board 
representing local interests control over the charges the Government would 
have to pay for transportation where this traffic constitutes such a large per- 
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centage of the whole, or over the charges that may be collected by an extensive 
Government establishment. such as the Alaska Railroad. Furthermore, even 
if, jurisdiction over rates and charges within Alaska were given to an Alaskan 
board, there would remain the problem of regulating transportation between 
the States and Alaska and of coordinating and integrating that transportation 
with transportation within the States: For these reasons we have: concluded 
against a plan of vesting sole jurisdiction in an Alaskan board. We have, 
however, proposed amendments to section 17 of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
designated section 17 (2a), creating a nonpartisan Alaskan board of three 
members, appointed by the Governor of Alaska with the advice and consent 
of the Alaskan Senate, which would exercise initial jurisdiction under the 
Interstate Commerce Act equivalent to that of a division of the Commission, in 
matters pertaining to transportation within Alaska. The decisions of this board 
would be subject to: reconsideration, rehearing, oral argument, and so forth, 
by the Commission in the same manner as if they were decisions of a division 
of the Commission. Provisions are included, also, which are expected to. bring 
about a large degree of uniformity between regulations applicable in the States 
and those applicable in Alaska, but would allow differences which are necessary 
because of different conditions. Authority would be vested in the Commission 
to-make the necessary orders and regulations to correlate and coordinate the 
procedure of the Commission and the Board. 

The Alaskan board would not have jurisdiction in matters relating to trans- 
portation between Alaska and the States. This would be in the Commission to 
be exercised in the normal manner. A proposed amendment to section 205 (a) 
would exclude State joint boards from handling matters involving transportation 
between the States and Alaska. An alternative would be to include Alaska in 
the State joint-board procedure. We do not believe it worthwhile to extend the 
joint-board procedure, particularly where, as here, it would involve members 
from such widely separated areas as Alaska and the States. 

At the present time the Federal Maritime Board regulates, as to rates, trans- 
portation by water carriers between United States ports and ports in Alaska 
and at least some of the water carriers operating between places in Alaska. 
Because of the desirability of through routes and joint rates between the States 
and Alaska and between various types of carriers within Alaska, it seems that 
water transportation between the States and Alaska and within Alaska should be 
placed under the same regulation as the other transportation involved. It is our 
belief that the transfer of economic regulation of this water transportation to the 
Commission would not affect any other activity of the Federal Maritime Board, 
such as shipbuilding, insurance, grants, ete. In accordance with the view that it 
seems desirable, so far as practicable, to integrate transportation between the 
States and Alaska and within Alaska with transportation within the States, we 
propose amendments which would place jurisdiction over this water transporta- 
tion under the Interstate Commerce Act and eliminate the jurisdiction of the 
Maritime Board to the extent that the Commission is given jurisdiction. Under 
the proposed amendments, the common-carrier operators of vessels would become 
subject to part III of the Interstate Commerce Act, with all the duties and 
responsibilities imposed by that part, ineluding the establishment of through 
routes and joint rates with railroads. 

In addition to regulating the operators of vessels, the Maritime Board has 
undertaken the regulation as water carriers of certain persons who do not 
operate vessels; but who appear to be in the category of freight forwarders as 
defined in part IV of the Interstate Commerce ‘Act.’ The proposed amendments 
are intended to place each operator in its proper category under the Interstate 
Commerce Act, and grandfather clauses are provided in parts IIT and IV for 
the protection of such persons who are now under the Maritime Board, as well 
as ‘others. The Federal Maritime Board does not issue certificates or permits. 
Under the proposed’ amendments, certificates as water carriers or permits as 
freight forwarders would be issued to such persons by the Commission. Provi- 
sion is made for the transfer of tariffs and other records from the Maritime 
Board to the Commission. 

Amendments have been proposed changing the various definitions of interstate 
and foreign commerce in the Interstate Commerce Act to include transportation 
by water and motor vehicle between the States and Alaska and between places 
in Alaska. ‘These amendments involve changes in sections 203 (a) (10) and 
(11), 303 (i) and 402 (a) (6). The amendment to section 203 (a) (11) pro- 
poses that the Commission exercise jurisdiction over the through motor-carrier 
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service between the States and Alaska as to rates, fares and charges, but not 
as to any other matters to the extent that it would conflict with any requirement 
of Canada. We think this is within the power of the United States and we do 
not see why there should be any objection from Canada. Under the present act 
the United States does not regulate transportation between places in Canada 
through the United States, nor even transportation between Canada and Mexico 
through the United States, except by a recent amendment the Commission is 
authorized to regulate such transportation with respect to safety, insurance for 
the protection of the public, and with respect to the designating of agents for 
service of process. As we do not have any substantial interest in the economic 
regulation of transportation between places in Canada, even though it takes 
place, in part, in the United States, it seems that Canada, likewise would have 
no interest in the economic regulation of transportation between the United 
States and Alaska. We suggest, however, that if your committee is interested 
in the proposal, it may wish to have the State Department submit it to the 
Canadian Government for comment. 

Grandfather clauses are provided in sections 206 (a) (4) and 209 (a) (4) for 
motor carriers operating between the States and Alaska and within Alaska. 
Under the 1950 amendment to the Interstate Commerce Act the Commission was 
given jurisdiction over transportation in commerce between places in the United 
States and places in Territories and possessions of the United States, but this 
jurisdiction was limited to regulating such transportation to the extent that it 
takes place within the States. This amendment also gave to all holders of 
existing certificates and permits authority to handle traffic destined to or 
originating in territories and possessions. In view of this recent fact two grand- 
father clauses are provided. Under one, carriers which hold such authority 
under the 1950 amendment are given under the grandfather clause, authority 
to serve all territory or places in Alaska which they have in fact served and, on 
the United States end, are given all the routes, points and territory, and all the 
commodities, named in their certificates or permits, to the extent that they could 
have lawfully transported from or to those points, the named commodities, to 
or from Alaska. Such a carrier must, however, show actual operations into 
Alaska by its own motor vehicles. In our opinion, such liberal grandfather 
grants are warranted under the circumstances, where the carriers are few and 
the traffic sparse. If grandfather rights were too restricted, transportation 
might be impeded and carriers might be reluctant to spend the time and money 
necessary to obtain extensions of their operating rights because of the small 
amount of traffic and the risks involved. The pattern proposed also is intended 
to eliminate unnecessary gateways being established by the grandfather grants. 
A carrier may pass into Canada en route to Alaska at any place where its present 
authority allows it to reach the Canadian boundary with the commodity. The 
grandfather clauses omit mention of routes, but provide for grants in terms of 
places or territory. Of course, a carrier could be authorized to serve all points 
on a given highway, but that would not prevent it using any other highway it may 
find convenient. 'The other motor-carrier grandfather clauses in section 206 (a) 
(5) and 209 (a) (5) follow the line of past grandfather clauses and apply princi- 
pally to motor carriers operating within Alaska which are not now subject to 
any regulation. 

In drafting the grandfather clauses, care was taken to omit any requirement 
of an oath on the applications. Provision also was made that where a carrier 
operated both within Alaska and between the States and Alaska, its entire rights 
may be determined by the Commission in one proceeding, rather than have the 
Alaskan board determine the intra-Alaskan operations and the Commission the 
States-Alaskan portion. 

A most important matter is the extent to which the regulating authority shall 
have power to require the establishment of through routes and joint rates between 
different types of carriers. Common carriers by rail and water are now required 
to establish reasonable through routes and joint rates with other such carriers 
of the same class and with each other. Through routes between motor common 
carriers and railroads and between motor common carriers and water carriers 
are permitted but not required. Likewise, motor common carriers are permitted 
to establish through routes and joint rates with each other but the Commission 
may not compel such establishment. 

It seems to us that in a sparsely settled area such as Alaska there may arise 
a real need for through routes and joint rates between all types of carriers in 
order to assure through service to the public and to prevent large carriers from 
discriminating between connecting lines. We accordingly propose amendments 
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to sections 1 (4), 216 (c), and 305 (b) which would authorize the Commission, 
after hearing, to require the establishment of through routes and joint rates 
between all connecting carriers within Alaska, whether motor, water, or rail. 
This power extends only to carriers which operate into or within Alaska, except 
that railroads in the States may be compelled to participate in through routes 
and joint rates with motor carriers in Alaska where there is included an inter- 
mediate connecting water carrier operating between the States and Alaska 
which has through routes and joint rates with Alaskan motor carriers. Through 
routes and joint rates between motor carriers operating within the States and 
not operating into Alaska, and railroads and water carriers could not be 
compelled. 

One obstacle to the establishment of through routes and joint rates between 
motor common carriers and other common carriers is the fact that motor car- 
riers often are small and their resources limited. Under section 20 (11) of the 
Interstate Commerce Act (made applicable to motor common carriers by sec. 219), 
a shipper or consignee may recover from either the originating or the delivering 
line for loss, damage, or injury to the property transported, regardless as to 
which carrier participating in the through service was responsible for the loss, 
damage, or injury. Section 20 (12) (also made applicable to motor common 
carriers by sec. 219) provides that the carrier paying such a claim shall be 
subrogated to the rights of the shipper against the carrier responsible for the 
loss, damage, or injury. Under section 215 of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
motor common carriers have been required by the Commission to provide cargo 
insurance for the protection of shippers to the extent of $1,000 for the cargo on 
a truck at any one time (maximum $2,000 for any one loss). This cargo insur- 
ance would be available for the protection of connecting lines but frequently it 
would cover only a small portion of the possible risk which at times may reach 
$100,000 per truckload. The Commission would, of course, consider these mat- 
ters before requiring the establishment of through routes and joint rates, but 
if the committee thinks it desirable, a provision might be added at the end of 
section 215 providing that in requiring motor common carriers to establish 
through routes and joint rates with other motor common carriers or in requiring 
water carriers or railroads to establish through routes and joint rates with 
motor carriers, the Commission, if it appears necessary for the protection of 
such other carriers, may require the motor common carrier to furnish a bond, 
eargo insurance, or other security for the protection of such connecting lines. 

In the provisions in all four parts of the act relating to the filing of annual 
and other reports, changes are made for the filing of the reports, or copies thereof, 
with the Alaskan board. In making these proposals, we suggest the elimination 
of the requirement of an oath on annual reports, as to all carriers. The require- 
ment of such an oath on such papers has been a source of trouble with motor 
carriers for some time and probably would be a source of even greater trouble 
with small motor and water carriers in Alaska. There is no real need for an 
oath for purposes of enforcement. A provision of the United States Code 
(18 U. S. ©. 1001) provides punishment for any person making a false report 
to a Government agency, regardless as to whether the statement was under oath. 
The Bureau of Internal Revenue has discontinued the requirement of an oath on 
income-tax returns. 

Amendments to the suspension provisions of the act preclude the suspension of 
initial rates filed within 180 days after the enactment of the amendment. Like- 
wise provisions allow new carriers 180 days within which to file tariffs and grand- 
father applications. The tariff filing requirements are proposed to be amended 
to require that certain carriers file copies of certain tariffs with the Alaskan 
board. 

The exemptions in section 203 (b) relating to certain motor-carrier operations 
are proposed to be continued as to motor transportation between Alaska and the 
States and within Alaska, except a slight revision of section 2038 (b) (8) relating 
to passenger-carrier operations within commercial zones is required because of 
the absence of intrastate authorities within Alaska. Similarly the exemptions in 
section 303 applicable to certain water carriers will be applicable to water 
transportation between the States and Alaska and between points in Alaska. 

An amendment to section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920, as amended 
(46 U. 8. C. 883), is proposed to allow Alaska the same privileges with respect to 
transportation by foreign vessels between points in Alaska and between Alaska 
and the States as is allowed with respect to such transportation between places 
in the States. 
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An amendment to the Explosives Act (18 U. S. C. 831-835) is proposed to make 
clear that this act applies to persons transporting dangerous articles between 
points in Alaska who are not transporting in interstate or foreign commerce. 
This seems doubtful under the present act. 

A provision is included calling for a general investigation by the Commission 
of the lawfulness of rates, fares, and charges for transportation between the 
States and Alaska, and between places in Alaska, to be made as soon as prac- 
ticable after the date by which application for operating rights, tariffs, and 
schedules are required to be filed. 

It is not possible to ascertain with accuracy the increased workload which 
would fall on the Commission should the proposed legislation become law. We 
will, if possible, absorb this increased workload with our present staff and within 
our present appropriations. If it should develop that the workload is more than 
can be absorbed, a request for supplemental or additional appropriations will 
be submitted through the proper channels to the Congress. 

The Commission will be glad to render any further assistance your committee 
may desire in connection with this matter. 

Yours very truly, 
OWEN CLARKE, Chairman. 
Index to S. 1448 
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STATEMENT OF DONALD W. PEARSON, ACTING MANAGER, FAIRBANKS CHAMBER 
or COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, in connection with 8. 1448 
which has been referred to your committte, the Fairbanks Chamber of Com- 
merce desires to go on record as opposing this legislation. 
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The Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce supports the present legislation before 
Congress which will give Alaska statehood status. It is fully understood that 
admission of Alaska as a State would extend Federal regulation of interstate 
commerce to the State of Alaska; it wold likewise leave the government of the 
State of Alaska in a position to regulate transportation between points in Alaska 
through a State regulatory body. We acknowledge that, with the exceptions 
of air transportation which is regulated by the CAB, water transportation 
between the States and Alaska which is regulated by the Federal Maritime 
Board, and the United States portion of the motor carrier haul between the 
States and Alaska which is regulated by the ICC, Alaska is presently free of 
common carrier economic regulation. Therefore, any legislation passed now 
and in effect before statehood status for Alaska is achieved should be consistent 
with the regulation desired under statehood. The bill under consideration, 8S. 
1448, would subject all common carrier transportation from, to, and within 
Alaska to economic regulation by the Interstate Commerce Commission. In a 
letter July 29, 1957, to the Honorable Henry M. Jackson, chairman, Territories 
Subcommittee, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, United States Sen- 
ate, the ICC stated, “* * * the Commission has had occasion to consider in a 
more comprehensive way the matter of transportation to, from, and within 
Alaska and in response to request of the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce the Commission made recommendations for the regulation of 
all forms of transportation to, from, and between points in Alaska (letter of 
February 11, 1957, to Senator Magnuson in response to request in committee 
Rept. No. 2802 of the 84th Cong.). That report was based upon the assumption 
that Alaska would remain a Territory. The admission of Alaska as a State 
would change, in some respects, the legal situation and necessitate some dif- 
ferent recommendations.” The previous recommendations are before your 
committee as 8. 1448. The letter thereafter suggests to the subcommittee cer- 
tain amendments which it felt should be included in S. 49, the Alaska statehood 
bill, under consideration in the Ist session of the 85th Congress. The Terri- 
tories Subcommittee which was addressed and the whole Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs voted without dissent to report out S. 49 to the United States 
Senate. The bill as it will be presented to the Senate does not carry the full 
recommendation of the ICC as included in the aforementioned letter. 

The Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce feels that S. 1448 would be interim 
legislation which would be superseded by legislation implementing admission 
of Alaska as a State. We feel that statehood is imminent for Alaska and that 
even if the provisions of S. 1448 were acceptable to our body, we would be op- 
posed to passage of such a major piece of regulatory legislation to apply in the 
interim before Alaska’s admission as a State. 

Under 8. 1448 the Territory of Alaska would be required to set up the cumber- 
some machinery of a transportation board with only primary jurisdiction on 
intra-Territory transportation and no jurisdiction at all over transportation 
from and to the Territory. This board of limited scope would set up machinery 
equivalent to a division of the ICC. Therefore, S. 1448 in effect places final 
jurisdiction of all Alaska common earrier regulation affected directly under 
the ICC; in fact, it, by statute, redefines interstate commerce to include trans- 
portation “between places in Alaska,” certainly a most unusual statutory 
definition. 

This massive regulatory legislation would be costly to administer in rela- 
tion to the number and economic size of the carriers being regulated, many of 
whom would find it impossible to comply with the statute and would no doubt 
continue their transportation activities as unregulated contract carriers. If 
this occurred, the intent and purpose of the statute would be defeated and a 
condition of unregulated competition would exist to the disadvantage of regu- 
lated carrie’s. As interim legislation between Territorial status and state- 
hood, S. 1448 appears to our body to be excessive regulation for the conditions 
and most untimely. The Senate statehood bill, S. 49, acknowledges the complex 
problem of Alaska’s transportation and leaves transportation matters for later 
study and legislation if any is required. In the meantime the authority over 
transportation is left in status quo. We are in agreement with this wise 
course, opposing 8. 1448 as undesirable legislation at this time. 

The ICC appears to have prepared S. 1448 as a result of Report No. 2802 
of the 84th Congress, 2d session, which report, prepared by your committee, 
discussed the transportation problems of Alaska and the Pacific Coast States 
and concluded with recommendations for action in which the ICC was requested 
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to prepare proposed legislation. We quote from your committee’s recommended 
action in this report. ‘There is likewise an acute transportation problem which 
needs immediate attention and action—that of regulation of competition among 
earriers serving Alaska. According to the testimony, this situation is particu- 
larly unheatlhy as between motor carriers on one hand and the ARR on the 
other. * * * Such a state of affairs mitigates against the orderly development 
of Alaska.” 

It is believed that the testimony referred to in the foregoing quotation was 
taken in 1955 by your committee. Such being the case, we are not familiar 
with any unhealthy competition between motor carriers and the ARR in the 
interim which has affected in anyway the orderly development of the rail belt 
area of Alaska or of Alaska as a whole. 

Your committee’s report continues further as follows: “Therefore, the com- 
mittee requests that the ICC draw up and present to the committee by January 
1, 1957, a plan of economic and safety regulations for Alaska t® carry out these 
objectives for rail, motor, and inland water transportation.” The proposed 
implementing legislation, S. 1448, has gone far beyond the scope of your recom- 
mended action by regulating in the statute all transportation, including pres- 
ently regulated water transportation. The desire of your committee to keep 
the regulation applicable to the Alaska situation has been given only token 
consideration, and Alaska would find itself, under S. 1448, controlled in the 
transportation field by another Federal agency, in this case the ICC. Still 
another Federal agency, the Alaska Railroad under the Department of the 
Interior, would find itself under an anomalous situation of being controlled by 
the Federal Interstate Commerce Commission as to rates and other applicable 
regulations, while looking to the Congress of the United States for necessary 
appropriations. This interagency conflict is not wise legislation even if it 
ean be supported by precedent cases involving the ICC, such as the interstate 
service of the Federal Barge Lines on the Mississippi River. If it is the primary 
purpose of S. 1448 to control competition between motortruck carriers and the 
Alaska Railroad as indicated in the recommended action in your committee’s 
Report No. 2802 of the 84th Congress, 2d session, the bill under consideration 
would appear to go far beyond the needs in that respect. 

Further, the Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce must take cognizance of the 
fact that in ICC Docket 31755, the case of the United States of America (GSA) 
v. Great Northern Railway Co., et al., the so-called discriminatory transcon- 
tinental export rail rate case, the ICC found against the interests of the Terri- 
tory of Alaska. The Alaska Chamber of Commerce and the Pacific Northwest 
Trade Association, as well as the Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce which 
is a member of both of these organizations, realizing the importance of the 
reduction in freight costs to the total economy of Alaska, all are on record with 
the ICC requesting favorable action on the General Service Administration case. 
We must note in the report of the ICC dismissing the complaint that it clearly 
was a decision supporting the transcontinental railroads’ contentions as opposed 
to a just and reasonable decision supporting the economy of Alaska. 

The Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce can only interpose the supposition that 
for the several reasons noted, economic regulation by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission at this time would not be to the best interests of the Territory of 
Alaska. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN, 


Washington, D. C., March 7, 1957. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN MaGnuson: I have your letter of March 4, 1957, enclosing 
copies of a bill, S. 1448, introduced by you, to restrict discrimination against 
shippers and communities in Alaska by prohibiting the unfair diminution of 
carrier revenues, and for other purposes, and requesting comments there nu. 

S. 1448 gives effect to the recommendations which the Commission suhmitted 
to you on February 11, 1957, in compliance with the directive of your committee 
in its report No. 2802, 84th Congress, 2d session, respecting transportation prob- 
lems in Alaska. The Commission’s views with respect to this proposed legisla- 
tion were set forth with respect to this proposed legislation were set forth in my 
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letter. of transmittal of that date, and I know of nothing further’that we could add 
at this time. 
With kindest regards, I am 
Sincerely yours, 


OWEN CLARKE, Chairman: 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. 0., March 29, 1957. 
Hon. Warren G. Macnuson, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHargMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of March 4, 
1957, transmitting 8. 1448, and inviting our comment concerning this proposed 
legislation. 

This bill is designed to give the Interstate Commerce Commission comprehen- 
sive authority te regulate the activities of rail, motor, and water carriers, and 
freight forwarders operating from, to, or between points in Alaska. 

The provisions of section 6 of S. 1448 are of particular interest to us. That 
section, by its terms, would, insofar as common carriers serving Alaska are 
eoncerned, prohibit the carriage of persons or property for the United States 
free or at reduced rates “except in time of war or a national emergency declared 
by Congress or the President.” To that extent, at least, section 6 of 8. 1448 
is similar to a provision in S. 939, 85th Congress, discussed in our report of 
February 19, 1957, B—108119. In that report we stated: 

“Various proposals for changes in the provisions of section 22 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act have been presented to the Congress in recent years. Objections 
heretofore expressed in our reports and testimony on such proposals are applic- 
able in connection with the amendment to section 22 proposed in the current 
bill, 8. 939. We are still of the opinion that the changes now proposed would 
be detrimental to the carriers and to the United States. The procedures other- 
wise available under the provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act do not 
seem to be effectively designed to facilitate the establishment of appropriate 
rates and charges on a considerable segment of the traffic generated by the 
United States. Even in normal times, the patterns of Government traffic, the 
location of governmental installations for the assembly, storage, and consump- 
tion of goods and supplies, and the exigencies of the various Government agen- 
cies, especially those related to the defense of the United States, appear to con- 
cern needs so different from the needs of ordinary users of carrier services as 
to justify different treatment in the establishment of adequate and proper rate 
schedules. Section 22 has been a part of the Interstate Commerce Act since 
its: enactment in 1887, and; as now constituted, it affords a time-honored, effi- 
cient, and economical means for the establishment of rates and charges for the 
services performed by the carriers in the transportation of Government per- 
sonnel and property. When consideration is given to the need for an expedient 
means of establishing rates for the tremendous volume of Government traffic 
which moves in time of war or national emergency, we cannot avoid the con- 
clusion that the amendments proposed in 8S. 989 would be contrary to the public 
interest.” 

The same objections seem equally-applicable to section 6 of the present bill. 

We have no special knowledge as to the need otherwise for the proposed regu- 
lation of the carriers operating to, from, or between points in Alaska, and there- 
fore, we have no comments to make at this time concerning the enactment of 
S. 1448, since we believe that the regulation of such commerce is a question of 
policy to be determined by the Congress. We recommend, however, that, if the 
bill be favorably considered, appropriate changes be made in the language of 
section 6 thereof so as to preserve for the United States the advantages it may 
obtain when carriers are authorized to transport passengers or property for or 
on behalf of the United States Government free or at reduced rates, as presently 
authorized in section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK H. WEITZEL, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 
x 








